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Communily Plan amendment and therefore could also be under consmiction at ihe same lime. 
Only after Ihis analysis is undertaken, will the DEIR be able lo identify feasible miligation 
measures lo reduce this impact. 

g- The DEIU Fails In Idcnlify Feasible Measures lo Miligale Ihe 
i 'roject's Impacis on Transportation. 

Ciivcn the addilion of almost 18,000 daily cars to an already congested roadway and 
freeway network, the DEIR aptly concludes that the UTC would resull in numerous significant 
impacts. Table ES-3 shows just how bad Iraffic will be: segments of Genesee Avenue. La .Iolla 
Village Drive and numerous seclions of the surrounding freeways as well as iheir ramp meters 
would operale under gridlock or near gridlock condilions. DEIR ai F.S-l 8 and Table 5..1-I. Yel 
because (he DEIR's miligation measures focus exclusively on increasing roadway and 
inlersection capacity, die documeni omits an analysis of olher feasible mitigalion measures ihat 
would ieduce trip generaiion. 

As a ease in poim, the DEIR concludes that numerous slreet segments along La 
Jolla Village Drive from 1-5 lo Lebon Drive would be significantly impacled. DF.IR at 5.3-55. 
The DEIR noies thai the applicanl has indicated il would nol implemenl widening improvements 
along La Jolla Village Drive purportedly because such improvements would conllicl with the 
C'nmmunity Plan, Id. We agree lhal widening Ihis roadway is nol the right solution However, 
the DEIR is remiss in lhal it considered only one miligation measure and then rejecled il as 
inappropriate. The DEIR theiefore identifies no miligation for this quile signillcanl traffic 
impiici. California courts have mtidc clear lhal an EiR is imidequale if it fails lo suggest feasible 
mitigalion measures, or if Us suggested mitigalion measures are so undefined lhal it is impossible 
lo evahuile their effectiveness. Sec San EruiiciscansJbr Reusonahfe Growlh v. Cily a n d C a u n n 
of Stw Francisco (WW) 151 Cal.App.3d (il, 79. 

The DEIR's assumplion that the Cily's hands are lied with respect to causing 
gridlock on La Jolla Village Drive is particularly disturbing especially since ihe UTC Projecl is 
United as heing environnientally responsible. Clearly, feasible mitigation is aviulable lo reduce 
Ihis significant impact. For example, the revised DEIR could examine ihe feasibility of 
implementing a transportaiion demand mauagcmcnl program lhal would include sueh measures 
us u parking supply cap. parking pricing, jobs-based ridesharing programs; and the 
irnplcmentalion ofa shopping cenler shtiille syslem. 

2. The DKIR Fails lo Adequately Analyze or Mitigale the Project's 
Significanl Impacts on Visual Resources and Neighborhood Characler . 

The DEIR's analysis of visual impacts is fatally flawed because il fails to 
adcquiitcly describe the visual characteristics of the developmenl proposed. The DEIR never 

14.27 Refer to response to comment 9.93 from the University Community Planning Group regarding 
the amount of traffic generated by the CPA and why those trips arc a worst-case estimate of 
project traffic. In addition to expanded roadway segments and reconfigured intersections, 
most of which will be consistent with the University Communily Plan, the applicant will be 
required to implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures outlined in 
Section 16.0 ofthe traffic impact study (EIR Appendix B) and as noted on EIR pages 5.3-72 
and 5.3-73. The TDM progtam was inadvertently identified as mitigation in the EIR but has 
been clarified as a project design feature in the Final EIRfsee page 5.3-59 ofthe Final FIR). 
Those measures are listed on EIR pages 5.3-72 and 5.3-73. Collectively, the feasible mitigation 
combined with the TDM measures would reduce trips within the community associated with 
the proposed project. In addition, SANDAG is currently proposing the Super Loop shuttle 
system that will link UCSD and UTC with various transit stops in between. The Super Loop 
will further reduce trips associated with the proposed project. 

14.28 The project description outlines the proposed layout of uses and design guidelines contained 
in the Master PDP. In addition, Section 5-2 of the EIR describes the visual characteristics 
of the proposed project on pages 5-2-5 through 5.2-11, including several graphics. It is 
not necessary to provide photo-simulations and architectural drawings, when such descriptive 
analysis is provided. The EIR devotes three full pages of text to describing and analyzing the 
bulk and scale changes associated with the proposed project. To augment the text, a bulk and 
scale graphic (Figure 5.2-6) has been added to the Final EIR to further illustrate the proposed 
design. The aesthetics/visual quality discussion on page 5-2-7 is based on the City's significance 
threshold related to bulk and scale. It concludes that "because the proposed structures would 
exceed the allowable height or bulk regulations ofthe underlying zone and the height and bulk 
established by existing development," aesthetics/visual quality impacts to the surrounding 
community would be considered significant and unmitigable. The neighborhood character 
discussion on page 5.2-H is based on the Ciry's significance thresholds related to architectural 
style and building materials and community landmarks (see bullets on page 5.2-4 ofthe EIR). 
Because the UTC area docs not follow a single ot common architectural theme, there would 
be no physical loss ofa community identification symbol or landmark, and the Master PDP 
design guidelines would ensure structural transitions, screening and articulation, impacts to 
neighborhood character were not determined to be significant. Minor clarifications have been 
provided in the Final EIR to more clearly represent these conclusions. An explanation of why 
removing the berms would be consistent with the University Community Plan is provided in 
response to comment 9-12 from the University Community Planning Group. 
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bothers to undertake Ihe necessary' sludy - Ihrough pholo-smmlalions, iirchitectural drawings and 
descriptive analysis of what Ihe Rrojecl would look like upon completion. CEQA requires a 
pi oject dcscriplion that is al leas' adequate to reveal \he pTojecl' s impacis on the environment. 
Sep Counly of Inyo v. C iy afl.os Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185; see also CEQA Guidelines 
S 15124. fhe DEIR's description of the visual characteristics ofthc Project fails to meet this 
tci][iircmcnl and, as a resull. an assessment oflhe Project's impacts i>n visual resources and 
neighborhood character is simply not possible. 

The Projecl would replace a bi-Ievel shopping center with high-rise development 
including up to four lowers ranging in size from 325 lo } W feel. Currently, the shopping center's 
tallest slruciure is 78 feet above grade and Ihe residential uses adjaeenl to Ihe existing shopping 
center arc one and two-slory homes. DEIR at 5.1-1 and 5-1-16. The maximum slruciure height 
allowed under euiTcnl zoning (CR-l-3) is 45 feel. DEIR al 8-5. Rather lhan seriously study bow 
Ihe Projecl would affecl ihe scale ofthe existing neighborhood, the DEIR comes to Iwo 
contradictory condosionsr a| the bulk and scale of l l ic proposed Projecl would he incompaiible 
with surrounding developmenl, resulting in a significanl and unmiligable impacl, and b) the 
Project would nol result in substantial alteration to the exisiing visual character of the area and 
therefore any visual impacts would be (ess than significant. Id. at ES 17. Clearly, these 
conclusions cannot bolh be true. 

Indeed, the DEIR contains so many contradiclory and illogical slalemenls as lo 
render ils conclusions meaningless, in reference lo one oflhe proposed high-rise structures, llic 
DEIR acknowledges lhal Ihe 325 fool slruciure would have the potential to creale a visuul 
inconsisiency wilh ihe exisiing two-story single-family residenlial developmenl. DEIR al 5.2-6. 
) lowcver. the DEIR nolcs lhal through Ihe use of archiieciural and building techniques such as 
"vertical distance." horizontal distance," "angled building envelopes," "decorative and/or 
ornamental elements" and landscaping, the potenlial visual impacis io die adjacent single-family 
residences would be avoided, Id. a! 5.2-7. The DEIR also stales lhal because stmclures could 
exceed ihe allowable heighl and bulk eslablished by existing pallems ol development by a 
subslanlial margin, impacis to neighborhood character would be considered significanl. Id. A 
few paragraphs later, the DEiR asserts that llic Projecl is generally consistent wiih the visual 
qualily and character of the communily. Id. at 5.2-8, 

The DEIR also explains lhal the Projecl would "subslanlially change" ihe characler 
oflhe slrcclscape by removing the landscaped berms along certain roadways because these 
landscaped herm are considered a lo be a "unifying theme" in the community. Id, al 5.2-9. The 
DEIR concludes, however, that Ihis suhslamkil change would be consistent wilh Ihe community 
characler goals in the community plan. Id. (emphasis added). Finally, the DEIR asserts thai the 
Piojcct would nut conlvasl with ihe architectural styles in Ihe communily because there is no 
common theme established in the communily (at 5.2-8) bul later stales lhal buildings would be 
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designed in a style lhal would complement \ \K archiieciural styles of the community, id. at .5,1-37 
(emphasis added). 

This confusing hodge-podge of information amounts to no more lhan speculalion as 
io how Ihis Projecl would look and how il would fit in wiih ihe neighborhood. Such an approach 
is :• far cry from CEQA's clear requiremenls, Meaningfid analysis of impacis effectuates one of 
CEQA's fundamental purposes: to "inform the public and responsible officials of ihe 
em ironmenlal consequences of their decisions belbre Ihey are made," Laurel Heights 
Improvemenl Ass ii.. d CaUth at 1123. To accomplish this purpose, an EIK musl contain fads 
and analysis, nol jusl an agency's bare conclusions. Citizens ofdolelti Valley. 52 Cal.3d al 568. 

An adequate analysis of acslhelic impacis would actually investigate the Project's 
impacis rather than speculate aboul Ihem. The first slep m such an analysis would be lo conducl 
visual simulations for cadi land use scenario (i.e., the entire development musl be superimposed 
upon the landscape in "before and afler" pholo simulations). These pholo simulalions must be 
undertaken from all represenlalive public vantage poinls. Such an analysis should also include 
the use of Story poles (if sucli tall poles could even be erected) so that llie public and decision
makers have a sense ofhow ihe high rises would look from ground level. Only wilh the use of 
pholo simulations and slory poles will it be possible tn visualize the juxtaposition of high rises 
against a neighborhood of predominantly one and lwo-s!oiy structures. Bui again, none ofthis 
analysis can be undeilaken until Ihe Projecl ilsclf is planned and designed: the DEIR can not 
effectively consider ihe visual effecls ofa projecl whose appearance is completely unknown. 

3. The DEIR's Air Qualily Analysis is Ucficicnl Under CEQA. 

As detailed in the report from Autumn Wind Associates, attached as Exhibit V 
("Autumn Wind Reporl"), ihe DEIR's analysis of air quality impacis is full of gaps. Il fails lo 
identify myriad mitigalion measures lo reduce the Projeel's clearly significanl increase in air 
emissions, and il provides no analysis ai all of dicsel particulate eniissions from conslruclion and 
operation oflhe Project. The following discussion summarizes only Ihe mosl egregious 
dcliciencies in Ihe DEIR's air qualily analysis. This Idler incorporaies the Autumn Wind Report 
hy reference. 

The DEIR understates the Projeel's potential impacl on air quality, in largo part, 
because ii ignores ihe interaction beiween emissions generated hy ihe Projecl and emissions from 
olher sources in llie San Diego Air Hasin. Specifically, the documeni fails lo accurately analyze 
llic effect ofthc Project's emissions on o/onc formalion because il only includes dala from local 
inoniloring slations and fails lo acknowledge the polential for o^onc transport, O/one is formed 
by a reaction beiween two pollutants, nitrogen oxides ("NOx") and reactive organic gasses 
("ROG"). As the Autumn Wind Reporl slates: O/one is <t regional pollutant and ROG and NOx 
emissions generated by the Project must be evaluated for their potential to contribute lo o/one 

14.29 The EIR does not need to provide photo- or visual-simulations or story poles for each of the 
land use scenatio to describe the potential aesthetics/visual quality impacts ofthe Master PDP 
Similar to all other issue areas, the aesthetics/visual quality section of the EIR has analyzed 
the worst-case condirion, which is the Maximum Residential scenario, because it would result 
in the construction of up to fout high-rise towers. Ail other scenarios would result in fewer 
towers. 

14.30 Although impacts are considered unmirigable, the air quality analysis does identify mitigation 
measures to reduce the proposed project's air emissions impacts. These measures include 
construction mitigation measures that would reduce fugitive dust impacts and measures to 
reduce production of ROC. In addition, a new mitigation has been added to the Final EIR 
to address impacts related to construction equipment NOx emissions (see new MM 5-4-7). 
It should be noted that the main contributor to long-term operational emissions is vehicular 
traffic. While not described as mitigation measures because they are project design features, 
the project includes mixed uses (retail, commercfaf/affice, and residenrial) and a transit center 
designed to reduce vehicle trips/miles travelled and, therefore, impacts to the air quahty. 
Reduction of vehicle trips, to the extent possible, is the best means of reducing long-term' 
operational emissions. Vehicle trips are not, however, under the direct control ofthe project' 
applicant and the project applicant cannot dictate what typos of vehicles that residents, 
workers, and/or shoppers can use. 

With regard to toxic air contaminants, the commenter mentions dicsel particulate matter. 
For construction impacts, the analysis states that diesel particulate will be emitted trom heavy 
construction equipment. These emissions would occur during the construction period (from 
three to five years) and would vary during that time period. The Autumn Wind attachment 
cites the SCAQMD's Rule 1401 for guidance as to what would be required in a health risk 
assessment. It should be noted that the SCAQMD itsclfdoes not require health risk assessments 
to be prepared for construction projects. Rule 1401 requires health risk assessments to be 
prepared for "new permit units, relocations, or modifications to existing permit units which 
emit toxic air contaminants". Rule 1401 sets forth the requirements for issuance of permits 
under SCAQMD Rules 201 and 203- These rules regulate stationary sources of emissions 
that are permanent. SCAQMD Rule 219 clearly exempts mobile sources from permitting 
requirements; thus SCAQMD Rule 1401 does not apply to construction equipment. 
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Dicsel particulate matter has not been identified by the state of California as an acute toxic air 
contaminant. Rather, it has been identified as a carcinogen ami a chronic toxic air contaminant, 
and health effects are observed over long-term exposure. Construction projects are short-
term and their emissions sources are not permanent; therefore, construction health risk 
assessments are not generally conducted or required for construction projects ofthe nature of 
the UTC project. All construction equipment that will be used during construction will meet 
applicable standards for emissions and will be maintained in accordance with manufacturer's 
requirements. 

The comment also indicates that no analysis of diesel particulate has been conducted for 
operations. Two sources of diesel particulate would be associated with project opetations: bus 
emissions from buses using the transit center, and emissions from delivery trucks. It should 
be noted that the existing UTC development contains a transit center that services buses and 
can house up to six buses on site at any one time. The project itself would not result in an 
increase in buses; the project is merely providing a transit center for the use of buses and othet 
transit options. According to NCTD, whose buses stop at the UTC transit center, 117 of their 
175 buses (67%) are Compressed Natural Gas buses and 58% arc dicsel. According to MTS, 
whose buses also utilize the UTC transit center, ofa total fleet of 476 buses, 59% are CNG 
and 41 % are diesel. In 2008, MTS is starting a program to covert the remaining diesel buses 
to CNG by 2013. Therefore, by 2013 all buses in the MTS fleet will be CNG and the number 
of CNG buses will increase each year until 2013- Because the trend is to decommission 
diesel buses, emissions from these buses would decrease over current levels, resulting in a net 
reduction in diescl particulate emissions associated with the UTC transit center. 

With regard to delivery trucks, delivery trucks will meet on-road emission standards for diesel 
particulate matter. These standards arc developed and implemented by the California Air 
Resources Board and have become increasingly stringent. On-road trucks are already required 
to use low-sulfur fuels ro reduce emissions of dicsel particulate matter, and ate required to limit 
idling to five minutes ot less in micks greater than 10,000 pounds. The ARB is continuing to 
regulate emissions of diesel particulate ftom on-road vehicles and these emissions will continue 
to decrease with time. It should also be noted that in the ARB's Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook (which identifies potentially incompatible land uses such as residential areas and 
rail yards, chrome plating facilities, and refineries) the ARB did not identify shopping centers 
and associated delivery vehicles as a major source of toxic air contaminants that should be 
located away from residcncial areas. Finally, in the SCAQMD's "Health Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA 
Air Quality Analysis", in which the SCAQMD identified sources for which they recommend a 
health risk assessment be conducted, the SCAQMD did not identify shopping centers as one 
ofthc types of sources for which they recommend a health risk assessment. 
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To augment the information contained in the EIR and this response, SRA conducted a health 
risk assessment (HRA) to quantitatively evaluate the potential for toxic air contaminant 
emissions and associated health risks associated with dicsel construction equipment and 
heavy truck traffic assessing the project sire. The HRA is appended to the Final EIR (see EIR 
Appendix K) for reference purposes. The primary objective of the HRA was ro estimate the 
incremental excess cancer risk and non-cancer health hazards from diescl exhaust particulate 
matter. Based on the SRA analysis of nearby residential receptors, che incremental cancer risk 
chronic non-cancer hazard index associated with construction equipment would be well below 
the significance threshold of 1 in a million. For delivery vehicles, the maximum exposure 
would continue to occur at the existing loading docks on the UTC site whetc no residential 
receptors exist or are proposed. Both incremental cancer risk and chronic non-cancer risks for 
operational emissions would be below significance thresholds. Therefotc, no new significant 
impacts are identified and the EIR conclusions arc validated. 

The comment also indicates that the air quality analysis fails to analyze the effect of the 
project's emissions on ozone formation because it only includes data from local monitoring 
stations and fails to acknowledge the potential for ozone transport. The analysis clearly states 
the attainment status of the air basin relative to ozone (page 5.4-2 of the EiR). The purpose 
ot the background air quality data is to ptovide data for the area in which the project is 
located. Ozone modeling is not conducted for individual projects. There is no requirement 
to provide ozone background data for every monitoring station within the San Diego Air 
Basin The intent in providing air quality data for the nearest monitoring station is to provide 
a representation of the ambient ait quality in the vicinity of the project, which is standard 
practice in CEQA documents for describing existing conditions. The data ftom the nearest 
monitoring station was provided in Table 5.4-2 in the EIR. 

The comment indicates that the use of 2020 is not approptiate for che buildout year. 2020 is 
considered the year in which both the project and the community would achieve full buildout 
and is appropriate for the analysis. 
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violations. "Imiissions from ihe UTC project, under common transport condilions, could cause 
c-.\cccdaiiccs of air quality standards al non-local locations, and particularly at inland areas where 
monitored dalu already rellccl higher measured values." Sec iixhibil K. These deficiencies, as 
well as others relating lo questionabic modeling assumplions and Ihe use or2H20 as Ihe Project's 
build oul year, snggcsi lhal ihe DKIR subslanlially undereslimaies the I'roject's aii quality 
impacis. 

Despite the deficient analysis, the DHIR does recognire that the Project's increase 
in emissions could affect Ihe ability oflhe San Diego Air Basin lo attain and maintain ihe ambient 
air qualily slandards for o/one, DEIR al 5.4-30. This increase in emissions is extraordinarily 
significant inasmuch as the California Clean Air Act and San Diego's Regional Air Quality 
Strategy ("RAQS") require a five percent annual reduclion in ozone precursor emiisioiis for areas 
not meeting stale air quality standards, or implementalion of all feasible conlro) measures in ihe 
event lhal a five percent annual reduction in o/.one precursor emissions is nol achievable. Id. ai 
5.4-21 (emphasis added). 

Given lhal this Projecl has ihe potenlial lo obsimcl unainmenl of air quality 
slandards, one would expect the DEIR to identify every feasible mitigation measure to reduce 
o/one precursor emissions. Indeed, as noled above, the California Clean Air Acl and San 
Diego's RAQS require eilher a reduction in emissions or implementation ofall feasible control 
measures. Unfortunately, ihe DCIR makes only llie mosl feeble atlempt to reduce Project 
emission!*, offering only one measure. Mitigalion Measure 5.4-7 calls for Ihe use of low-ROC 
paints, adhesives and solvents and the installation of low emission waler healers and furnaces 
where requited. Id. (emphasis added). As Ihe Autumn Wind Report attests, California already 
requires ihe use of low-VOC archiieciural coatings. Moreover, ihe measure's requiremenl for 
low emission water healers is vague and enlirely unenforceable. Thus, the DCIR provides liltle in 
llic way of actual miligation for the Project's substantial increase in ozone precursor emissions. 

The DKIR Iries lo explain lhal Ihe Projecl would be consisienl wilh Ihe 
transportation-related measures eomaincd in the RAQS because il includes transit improvements. 
DEIR al 5.4-30, As discussed above, the DEIR never clearly articulates whal Iransil 
improvements are even proposed. Moreover, even if ihe Project includes llie actual construction 
nf ihe transit cenler, a closer look ul Ihe expected transil ridership associated with Ihe proposed 
Project shows lhal very few individuals are aclually expected lo ride Iransil. According to Tabic 
5.3-18, exactly ten individuals are projeeied lo ride Iransit in the morning, while only seven 
would ride buses in llic afternoon. DEIR at 5.3-IS. These bleak Iransil ridership numbers lell the 
hue siory - ibis Projeci would do very iiiile to reduce dependence on ihe autmnobile. Vehicular 
traffic is a tremendous source of the Projeel's iiir emissions. As such, ihe revised DEIR musl 
(hoioughly examine other opporlunilies for vehicular trip reduclion. To that end, llie EIR 
preparers should consult wilh the San Diego Air Pollulion Control District to ensure (hat the 

14.31 The comment indicates that all feasible mitigation measures for ozone precursors emissions 
have not been identified. Again, it should be noted that the main contributor to emissions 
is vehicular traffic. Reduction of vehicle trips to the extent possible is the best means of 
reducing emissions; project design features will reduce vehicle trips to the extent possible. 
The proposed project includes mixed uses (retail, commercial/office, and residential) and a 
transit center designed to reduce vehicle ttips for retail customers, workers and residents in the 
community and, therefore, impacts to the regional air quality. In addition, the Transportation 
Demand Management plan proposed as part of the project would reduce vehicle emissions by 
encouraging trip reductions for employees through transit subsidies, bike parking/lockers, on 
site support facilities, vanpool/carpooi spaces and other means to reduce trips. All of these 
measures are part ofthc project design rather than specific mitigations and would make major 
strides in controlling the production of ozone precursors and other pollutant emissions ofthe 
project and to certain degree the UTC area. Further measures that are part of the project's 
design are discussed under Issue 4 in Section 5.4 ofthe EIR, and include measures designed to 
reduce energy use. These measures include LEED ccrtificacion of the expanded facility and a 
green program that would reduce energy use, warer consumption and vehicle use associated 
with the revitalized shopping center which in turn would reduce emissions. As with the mixed 
uses and availability of alternative transportation, these measures have been included as part 
ofthe project design as opposed to mitigation measures. The design measures arc outlined on 
pages 5.4-38 and 3.4-39 ofthe EIR. Refer to response co comment 9.3y from the University 
Community Planning Group for additional discussion on the LEED certification the applicant 
is pursuing. 

With regard to construction emissions of NOx, the EiR concluded that significant levels of 
NOx emissions would be generated if both construction phases were to occur simultaneously 
(sec Table 5.4-14). The EIR concluded the impacts would be significant and unmitigated. 
However, in response to this comment, the project applicant has accepted a new mitigation 
measure that would prevent overlapping construction schedules for Phases I and 2 or require 
the use of low NOx construction equipment. Implementation of this measure would reduce 
short-term, construction emissions to below significant levels. See Section 3.4 in the Final EIR 
for additional details. It should he noted that operational emissions of NOx would not exceed 
any thresholds (Table 5.4-15), although long-term emissions of ROC would be significant. 

14.32 As stated above in response to comment 14.3, the project includes both mixed uses and a 
transit center. These measures are standard measures designed to reduce vehicle trips. In 
addition, a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan will be implemented by the 
applicant to reduce the trips its employees and customers produce. Refer to response to 
comment y.25 from the University Community Planning Group regarding the range of TDM 
measures the applicant has incorporated into the project design. 
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Projecl includes all applicable iransportalion control measures idenlified in ihe existing and the 
pending RAQS revision. 

fhe problems in the DEIR's air quality analysis extend beyond ils failure to 
adcquaicly analyze and mitigale the Projeel's impacis on criteria air pollutants. Although Ihe 
document aptly acknowledges ihe potential risk to public health from exposure to dicsc! 
particulate matter ("DPM") emissions generated by ihe Project, it never aclually studies these 
polentially serious health impacis. Insiead, Ihe documeni slates, absent any analysis or evidence 
lhal the polential exposure to DPM would be temporary in nature. DEIR at 5,4-20 and 5.4.26. 
As llic Autumn Wind Report explains, exposure to these pollulants would certainly nol be 
"temporary"' since conslruetion ofthe Projecl would lake up to five years. In addition, air qualily 
icgulaiory agencies have specifically required analysis of heallh risk for projecls with less 
emissions, and occurring over a shorter timeframe, lhan the UTC Project. Finally, exposure Io 
DPM would extend beyond the Project's conslruclion phase. Many ofthe delivery trucks and 
buses accessing the on-site Iransil cenler would be diesel powcicd. Clearly, the DEIR has missed 
the mark on the poienlia! health risk from exposure to the Project's DPM emissions, ihe revised 
DKIR musl undertake Ihis necessary heallh risk analysis. 

In sum, because ibis DlilR cannot serve lo inform llie public and decision- makers 
ol ihe litie air qualily consequences oflhe Projecl, it musl be revised substantially and 
recirculated. 

4. The DEIR falls lo Adequalely Analyze and Miligale Construction Noist-
Inipacls on Nearby Seiisilivc Receptors. 

in lieu of actually analyzing conslruclion related noise impacis on nearby sensitive 
receptors, the DF.IR simply assorts lhal such impacis would be polentially significant. DEIR al 
5.9-7, The documeni then identifies four standard "mitigation measures" and boldly proclaims 
lhal construction noise impacis would be miligaled lo a less than significanl level. DEIR at FS-
43 and 5.9-7. Here too, the DEIR provides no evidence, lei alone analysis, lo conclude thai Ihe 
Project's significant construction- related noise impacts would be mitigated to an insignificant 
level. Quite simply it appvars Ihe DEIR was set up io arrive at this preordained result. Therefore 
the effecled public is given no specific information as lo the type and severity of the Project's 
potential noise impacis. Nor does ihe DEIR provide any assurance that ihese sensitive receptors 
would be sufficiently prolccied during the Projeel's prolracted consimetion process. 

A enndusion regarding the significance ofan environmental impacl Ihat is nol 
based on mi analysis of the relevant facts fails lo fulfill CEQA's informational goal. Sec 
Sianitlaus Natural Heritage Project, 4S Cal.App.4th at 182; Citizens ofGolela Valley, 52 CalJd 
at ,5fi8. The U'l'C DlilR fails lo fulfill Ihis paramount CEQA purpose bolh because it neglects lo 
present all relevant facts relaling lo Ihe Project's construction noise impacts upon sensitive 

14.33 As stated above, the analysis states that dicsel particulate will be emitted from heavy 
construction equipment. A discussion of construction analyses is provided above under response 
to comment 14.30. Contrary to the statements in the comment, regulatory agencies do not 
generally require health risk assessments for construction projects because they recognize the 
short-term, variable nature of construction and understand that diesel particulate is identified 
as a long-term toxic air contaminant. Diesel particulate from buses and delivery trucks has 
also been addressed above. 

14.34 Noise from construction equipment can typically generate up to ftom 72 to 95 dBA at a 
distance of 50 feet, with peak construction for the loudest equipment reaching 96 dBA at 
a distance of 50 feet from the equipment. A range of construction activities would occur on 
the project site; however, demolition and foundation excavation would be the highest noise 
generating activities during site redevelopment. In particular, demolition of the existing 
parking structure near the Sears department store and the excavation ofa new foundations 
for the proposed residential structure would have the greatest potential to cause significant 
construction noise impacts because of its proximity to the property line (where noise control 
is required) and presence nearby of noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residences.and a daycare 
facility). These construction activities typically include the use ofa bulldozer, excavator, and 
a track-mounted breaker, among other, less noisy pieces of equipment. 

Assuming all three pieces of equipment could be individually operated in the southeast corner 
of the site during project construction phase, noise levels associated with the equipment would 
range from 85 to 89 dBA L at 50 feet based on construction equipment noise levels and 
operational planning information provided by the Federal Highway Administration and the 
British Department of Environmental Food and Rural Affairs. Given that the existing parking 
structure is approximately 30 feet from the property line, a temporary noise control barrier 
of 25 feet in height would have tu be placed approximately '/i the distance between the 
equipment and the property line to provide approximately 19 dBA of noise reduction at the 
property line. The batricr should bo in either a half moon shape around the equipment ot 
extend significantly beyond each side ofthe line of sight ofthe equipment and have a Sound 
Transmission Class (STC) rating of 25 ot gteatcr. Due to the height requirements for a barrier 
to reduce the noise from a breaker, such equipment could not be used in the demolition of 
the parking structure decks or other tall structures, but could be used at ground level or sub-
ground level work. With temporary noise barriers, operational assumptions and the amount of 
noise reduction achieved, the worst-case construction equipment would operate in compliance 
with the City's noise ordinance and the stated mitigation would be feasible. 
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icceplots and because ils cursory conclusions are based upon no analysis. Without a detailed 
i|uanlilative analysis of consimetion related noise, it is not possible lo determine the severity of 
these impacis or whelher the proposed miligalion measures would offeclively reduce such effects. 

5. Tiie DRTR fails lo Adequately Analyze The Pnlenlial Noise and Public 
Sal t ly Impacts Relaling la the Project Site's Proxitnily lo Unilcd Slates 
IMaiiiu: Corps Miramar . 

a. The DEIR Fails In Adeifiialvly Amilyze Noise Impacts lo Projecl 
Occupanls From Military Aircraft. 

Allhnugh ihe Projecl sile is located near ibe Marine Corps Air Station ("'MCAS") 
Miramar and residenls oflhe Project's proposed housing development could he impacled by 
excessive noise and vibration from mililary aircraft, Ihe DlilR provides only the most cursory 
treatment ofthis potentially significant impacl. Such an omission is particularly egregious 
inasmuch as the Ditited Stales Marine Corps f "Marine Corps") informed the Cily oflhe Projecl 
site's location in Ihe Miramar Airpori Influence Area in its commenls on Ihe Nolice of 
Prcparalion for Ihe UfC DEIR, See Letter from Marine Corps lo Lawrence Monserralc, Cily of 
San Diego, July 16, 20d2. The Marine Corps' leller slates that "the Project sile is transected by 
the adopted and projected (i0-r>5 dQ Communily Noise Equivalent Level (CNFL) noise contours 
for Miramar Operalions and that residenls oflhe Projecl would be routinely affecied hy operations 
of mililary fixed and rotary-wing aircraft transiting In and from Miramar." Id. (emphasis added). 
The Marine Coips funher slates lhal "due lo the location ofihis project in rclaiion to Miramar 
Plight Corridors, wc recommend attenuation for tesidential structures lo reduce interior noise 
levels." Id. 

The DEIR ton firms thai Ihe eastern portion oflhe Projecl sile is wiihin ihe till to 65 
DB CNKL as depicted in the 2004 Airport Land Use Compalibility Plan ("ALUCP"). DEIR at 
5.1-M. Therefore, lo bi"'considered compatible wiih the ALUCP, the outdoor CNEL would need 
to be attenuated to achieve an indoor noise level of 45 dS for holel and residential uses and 5!) dB 
for commercial uses. Id- The DEIR states thai developmenl proposals wiihin the Airport 
Environs Ovet lay Zone may be required lo prepare an acooMieal study to ensure lhal the 
develop me nt proposal nieels the applicable noise standards. Id. al 5.1-10 and 5.1-11. 

Allhough ihe DEIR concludes Ihat the proposed retail and residenlial uses are 
compalible land uses with Ihe exterior noise Ihresholds in the Airport Noise/Land Use 
Compatibility Matrix, Ihe document provides no evidence or analysis to support this conclusion. 
If an acouslical study has been prepared, this study does not seem to have been included in the 
DEIU. Nor docs (he DEIR provide Ihe necessary analysis to support Ihe conclusion thai inlcrior 
noise levels espcrienced within the Projeci structures would be acceptable. See DEIR ul 5.1 -24. 

14.33 As noted on page 5.1-14 of tiie EiR, the UTC project site is located within the adopted 60-65 
dB CNEL noise contour contained in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
for MCAS Miramar and is located outside the proposed 60 db CNEL noise contour in the 
draft ALUCP that is based on the future noise contours contained in the Air Installation 
Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) study by the U.S. Marine Corps (USMC). The USMC have 
indicated in their comment letter to the EIR that the proposed noise contours have yet to be 
adopted by either the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission or the City. They 
further indicated in their comment letter that the proposed contours will eventually serve 
as the future noise contours for the air based once the ALUCP is finalized in the future (sec 
responses to comments 1.5 and 1.10 from the USMC). In any case, the commercial, hotel, 
office and residential uses proposed by the Master PDP are all compatible with exterior noise 
levels that are represented by the adopted and proposeti noise contours. Figure 5.1-4c has 
been added to the Final EiR to show the two sets of noise contours developed for the site; 
minor text clarifications have been provided in the Final EIR to address the two sets of noise 
contours. If building permits are requested for the proposed residential units in the Towne 
Center Garden land use district before the proposed noise contours are adopted, the City will 
require the builder to demonstrate that the interior noise limit established under the State 
Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 will be met by proposed construction techniques. Such 
a study, demonstrating compliance with the State Noise standard, cannot be provided until 
construction-level architectural drawings have been prepared. Because compliance with the 
standard is a requirement under the State Building Code and not a discretionary approval, the 
EIR presumes that the future residential would be constructed to comply with the standard. 
Therefore, the land use section of the EIR is adequate as written. 
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It is also impoitanl lo nole thai residents have a righl to quid enjoymcnl ofthc ouldoors, not just 
the interiors of their houses. 

In addilion, notwithstanding ihe Projeel's proximity to Ihe 65 CNEL, the DfilR is 
obliuaied under CEQA lo analy7e impacts to residents of single noise events. CNEL measures 
average noise bul docs nol fully explain impacis ihat Project occupanls mighl experience fiom 
indiv iduul aircraft operations. Recent delinilive case law requires lhal an EIR "measure how 
many high noise events will lake place during the noise sensitive nighttime hours [and] describe 
the cilccls of noise on normal nighttime activities such as sleep." Berkeley Keep .lets Over the 
lluy Coinmitlce v. Hoard nf Port Ctmimissinneis (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, I? 82 n. 2.1. The 
Court of Appeal in that case stressed the need to provide informalion in a form thai is useful lo 
help nem hy ivsideiiis evahuile the impacl of future increased air traffic on their daily lives. In 
particular, the DEIR musl enable residenls to evaluate the degree io which Ihe "single evenls" of 
aircrafl takeoffs and landings inlerfere wilh their sleep and eonversalion. /(/. al 1372-83, 

The revised DEIR must include a specific analysis ofhow Projecl occupanls would 
be impacted from uircrafl operalions. Such an analysis must include ihe effect of single noise 
events. If impacis arc determined to be significant, the revised DEIR musl identify feasible 
niiiiu.iliun. 

I>. Tiie DKIR Fails In Adcqualely Analyze Risk (o Public Safely 
Prom the Projeel's Proximity lo MCAS Miramar . 

T he DEIR appears lo eoniradiel information provided hy the Departmenl of 
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics ("DOT") regarding the location ofthc Project area 
wiihin ihe Miramar approach departure surface. The DOT slates thai the Project area is wiihin 
the Miiamar Approach Departure Surface 50:1 Slope for Runways GL-24R and6R-24i.. See 
HOT Idler from Sandy Hesnard lo Martha Blake, August 13,2002. The DOT goes on to stale 
lhal depending on structural heights, the proposal may require a Nolice of Proposed Constniclioii 
or Alteration by ihe federal Aviation Adminislralion pursuanl lo Federal Aviation Regulalions, 
pail 77, /rf. The DEIR, on Ihe other hand, concludes lhal the top ofthe icsidcutial/hotel 
simcluresivoiiMjiorpenetrntellic 100:1 slope. DEIR al 5.1-24 (emphasis added). The revised 
UTC DEIR should explain this discrepancy and analyze any impacts associated wiih ihe Projeel's 
proximity lo the Miramar approach departure surface. If significant impacis arc idenlified, the 
DEIR must identify miligalion and/or projecl redesign to eliminate such impacts, as well as the 
impacts of such measures or redesign. 

1^.36 Although the City has no significance thresholds for single event noise level (SEI.) impacts, 
an analysis of the potential effects of MCAS Mitamar aircraft activities on future residents 
was prepared by HELIX for information and disclosure purposes in the Final EIR in response 
to this comment (sec EIR Appendix L). Based on that analysis, it was determined that 46 
percent of flights from MCAS Miramar would not cause any sleep disturbance within units 
facing the MCAS Miramar flight path. Eor those that may trigger sleep disturbance, 30 
percent of measured flights could cause sleep disturbance in approximately 3 percent ofthe 
on-site population, 15 percent of flights could cause sleep disturbance to 4 percent ofthc on-
site population and 9 percent of flights could cause sleep disturbance in 7 percent of the on-
site population. This information was calculated for residential building in the Towne Center 
Gardens district, which would be closest to the MCAS Miramar flight operations; noise levels 
(and potential sleep disturbances) would be less in the other districts. Using the threshold of 
significance developed for the Eos Angeles Master Plan E1S/BIR of 10 percent awakenings^ 
which occur at a SEL of 81 dI3 with windows open, it was determined that future rcsideiics of; 
the UTC site would not be exposed to substantial noise that would cause a significant number 
of night awakenings. This conclusion is based on the highly conservative assumption that all 
units would have their windows open at night and the flight operations observed during the 
day would continue through the night. Refer to EiR Appendix L for additional'information. 

14.37 The letter referenced in this comment was submitted to the City in response to the NOP 
(sec EIR Appendix A). According to the AICUZ, MCAS Miramar has an approach-departure 
clearance surface glide area of 50:1- According to both the ALUCP and AICUZ, MCAS 
Miramar has a 100:1 slope, which exrends 20,000 from the nearest point ofthc closest runway. 
The EIR refers to the 100:1 slope. Regardless ofthe slope, the FAA conducted an acronauiical 
study of the proposed project in relation to the approach and departure surfaces defined for 
MCAS Miramar and determined on August 23, 2007 rhat none ofthe proposed structures 
would create a hazard to air navigation. As a condition of the I'AA determination, red marking 
lights will be installed on all reviewed structures. A Notice of Consttuction or Alteration will 
be submitted to the FAA within five days of the construction reaching its maximum height. 
Therefore, as stated on page 5.1-24 of the EIR, no significant impacts would arise. 
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H. The DEIK Fails lo Adequately Analyze Impacts Relating to 
Kiiiploymenl, I'opulatiun and Housing. 

Although the DEIR acknowledges (hal ihe proposed Project would increase 
employment opportunilies, i l fails Io specilieally estimalc the number of employees assoeialed 
wiih (lie Project's relaii, offiee, and hold uses. The DEIR also fails to identify, or in any way 
estimalc, the number of conslruclion workers thai would be employed during the Project's Iwo 
conslruclion phases. The overall increase in cmploymcnl will increase labor demand, and 
Ihcreforc housing demand, but none of this is accounted for in the DHIR. This omission violales 
basic CEQA requirements. Sec Napa Citizens far Honest Covernmenl v. Napa Counly Hoard of 
Supervisors (1001 )^ Cal.App.4tli 342, 367-71. 

1 4 , 'jo The DKIR suggests that the Projeci would have no adverse effect on housing 
because llic majority ofi icw cmploymcnl demand would be met by the local labor force, 
employees would reside locally, and ihcreforc would not require new housing in the communily. 
DHIR at 6-1 and 6-5. The DEIR also asserts "the labor pool wiihin lUc proje« area is adequate." 
hi. The document fails, however, lo subslanliale any ofthese assumplions. In merely assuming 
Ihat the Project's workers will come from the area, the DEIR avoids considerinj; the 
quail ncrilions ofthe local workforce or the requiremenls oflhe new jobs. Indeed, the entiie 
puipose ofan RlR's evaluation of employment, population, and housing is to determine whether 
increased (lousing demand will have significant effects on the environment. See Napa Citizens, 
91 C'al.App.4ih at 367-71. The DEIR shirks that duly by failing localculale housing demand or 
analyze whelher lhal demand wil l lead to environmenlal I y significanl acliviiies like Koine 
conslruclion. 

Amazingly. Ihe DEiR includes no discussion oflhe currenl or fulure need for 
alidrdable housing in the immediate area. Instead, il apparently assumes thai housing needs 
would aulomalically be mc! because housing is provided as part ofthc project. DEIR al 3-1 and 
fi-5. The DF.IR never identifies, however, Ihe market for the UTC Project's residenlial units nor 
does i l provide any commitment as to (he number of unils lhal would be sel aside as affordable. 
Cunenlly, the median cost of a single family home in University Cily is $794,500. while ihe 
median cost o fa condominium is S380,000. See San Diego Union Tribune Zip Code Chart for 
Home Sales Recorded in August 2007, attached as Exhibit G. It is highly unlikely lhal retail 
workers, holel workers and suppon, operations and maintenance staff for the Project's office 
buildings would be able to afford to purchase I he residences thai would be conslncled as pail of 
lire LITC Projecl. The DEIR will remain inadequalc unless i i discloses the currenl affordable 
housing supply and jobs-housing bulance. deiermines Ihe estimaied increase in housing demand 
brought by ihe Project, analyzes the environmenlal effecls associated with this housing Lind 
devises miligalion measures dial will meel that demand with a minimum of adverse 
environmental effects. Sec CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, § XII. 

14,38 Please refer to response to comment 9.78 for a discussion of growth inducement and response 

to comment 9.98 for a discussion of the need for residential uses. Contrary to suggestions 

made in this comment, the EIR does analyze the physical impacts of construction housing 

on the project site. I n addit ion, the applicant has committed to constructing its affordable 

housing on site. The applicant is not obligated to provide affordable housing to serve the 

future employees of the proposed project, but rather in accordance with the City's Inclusionary 

Zoning Ordinance requirements set forth in the SDMC, The City's Inclusionary Zoning 

Ordinance requires a minimum of 10 percent affordable units; depending on how many units 

are ultimately constructed under the Master PDH this could result in 25 to 72 affordable 

units on the U T C project site. Affordability, as defined by City ordinance, is based on regional 

income averages and not averages within the community, as suggested by this comment. 

RTC-170 

http://Cal.App.4tli


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

14.38 
cont. 

14.39 

Maiiha Hlake 
October 9, 2007 
Payc 23 

The revised DEIR should provide an aeeurale estimalc of Project employment, 
qiiaulify employee household distribution by geographic location and. by extension, determine 
the local affordable housing need through project buildout. finally, ihe revised DEIR must 
include a plan for the affordable housing unils needed lo till the gap in affoidahle housing for 
employees based on full disclosure oflhe number of employees (including conslruclion phase) 

.and on a completed needs assessment. 

7. The DEIR's Fails lo Adequately Analyze the Projeel 's C i w t l i - l n d u e i n g 
Effecls. 

An EIR must discuss the ways a project eould directly or indirectly faciliiale or 
remove obstacles to populalion growth or new developmenl in ihe surrounding environment, A 
proposed projecl is considered eilher direclly or indirectly growlh-inducing if it: ( ( ) fosters 
economic or population growlh or addilional housing; (2) removes obstacles to growlh; (3) taxes 
conimimily services or facilities to such an eitenl ihat new services or facilities would be 
necessary; or, (4) encourages or facilitates other acliviiies lhal cause significanl environmental 
cffccls, CEQA Guidelines ^ 15126,2ld). An environmental impacl report must discuss how a 
proposed project, if implcmenied, could induce growlh. Id. § I5l26{dj, While Ihe 
growlh-inducing impacts ofa project need not be labeled as adverse, the secondary impacts of 
growth (e.g., loss of open space/hiibiiai/agrieulluml lands, air qualily, iransportalion, etc.) may be 
signilicani and adverse. In such cases, the secondary impacis ofgrowth inducement musl be 
disclosed as signifieunl secondary or indirect impacis ofthc project. 

The appropriate componenls for an adequate analysis include: (I) estimating the 
anmunl, location and time frame ofgrowth that may occur as a result oflhe projecl (e.g., 
addilional housing, infrastrueiure. and mixed use developments); (2) applying impacl assessment 
methodology lu delemiine ihe significance of secondary or indircel impacts as a result ofgrowth 
inducement; and (3) identifying miligation measures or allemalives to address significanl 
secondary or indirect impacis. The UTC DEIR's growth-inducing impacis analysis fails lo 
eoniain these essential components. 

When considering Ihe Project's potenlial for inducing growth, Ihe UTC DEIR 
ignores Ihe increased populalion brought on by cmploymcnl relaied to the Projecl. As discussed 
above in the conlcxl of employment, population and housing, the UTC Projecl could certainly 
increase populalion in ihe area. I his increase in populalion would place addilional demands on 
nearby school facililies, yel ihe DEIR fails lo disclose and analy/e these schoo I-relaied impacis. 
Instead, the documeni simply asserts thai "the number of school-age children anlicipaled to live 
in ihe proposed residenlial unils would nol be subslanlial, and school dislrici planning involves 
conservalive projections of studcnl populalion increases." DEIRai 6-7. As wilh numerous other 
impact analyses in the UTC DtIR, the documeni never bothers lo aclually analy/e ihese impacis 
or provide any evidence lo support ils cavalier conclusions. 

14.39 Please refer to response to comment 9-78 from the Univetsity Community Planning Group for 
a discussion ofgrowth inducement. It should be noted that the shortage of housing in the San 
Diego region is well documented and is already acting to influence residential development 
throughout the region. Therefore, pressure to increase housing already exists and the UTC 
project would not hasten this effect. 
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Moreover, the Project would likely slimulale further land developmenl. Retail 
proprietors nol affiliated wilh llic proposed Projeci may decide lo develop shops and reslauranls 
lo caier lo the Projeel's office and hold uses. Indeed, the DEIR admits lhal the proposed 
iimcndmciils lo the University Community Plan would encourage infill developmenl. DEIR al 
F.,S-5. The DEIR fails entirely to acknowledge thai the expansion of the UTC and ihe 
deveiopment of up to 725 residences will fosler populalion and relaii growth beyond the 
boimdaiies of lhe Projecl site. "The fact that the exact extent and location of sueh growlh cannol 
now be determined does not excuse the Cily from" the requirement of analyzing the effects of 
ibis giowlb on Ihe environmeni, Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaui (IQOS) 
33Ciil.App.4ili 144, I5K 

Finally, the growth inducing impact analysis is also inadct(iialc because it fails to 
consider the precedent thai approval ofan amendmcnl to the Univcrsily Community Plan could 
set for interpretation oflhe Communily Plan's policies. Specilieally, ralher lhan requiring Ihe 
Projecl applicant lo comply with the protective provisions of the Communily Clan, the City 
apparently intends to approve an amendment lo ihe Community Plan lo allow on increase in Ihe 
retail square footage [from 1,0(11,00(1 to 1,811,400 square feet) and to allow for residential, hotel 
and office developmenl on sile. DEIR al 3-3, Such an amcndmenl would undoubicdly encourage 
other developers to seek similar approvals. By creating such a precedent, Ihis Projecl could 
induce addilional development lhal would nol be allowed iindcr a proper reading oflhe 
Cfinmiunity Plan, l l ic assoeialed environmenlal impacis 10, for example, traffic, air quality, and 
public mfrastructuie and services, musl be addressed. 

8. The EIR Pails to Adequately Analyze the Projed's Cumulalive Impacis. 

An EIR musl discuss cumulalive impaels o fa pi oject when Ihe project's 
incremenlal effect is cumulalivcly considerable. CEQA Guidelines i) 15130(a). "Cumulative 
impaels'' die defined as "two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." Id. § 15355(a). 
"|l]ndividual erfecls may be changes resulling from a single project or a number of separate 
projects," Id. A legally adequate cumulalive impacts analysis views a particular project over 
lime and in conjunelion wilh olher relaied past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projecls whose impacis might compound or inlerrelale wilh Ihose oflhe projecl at liand. 
•Cumulalive impaels can result from individually minor bul collectively significanl projecls 
taking place over a period of lime.'' Id. Jj 15355(b). The cumulalive impacts concept recogm7cs 
lhal "[l-lbc iv\\ Mwironmcntal impact ofa proposed . . . aelton cannol be gauged in a vacuum." 
U'luiman v. Hoard ofSupervisors (1979) HS Cal.App,3d 397, 41)8. 

14.40 Cumulative impacts are addressed in Sections 5.3 and 7.0 of the l:iR pursuant to Section 

15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Since no specific comments are provided on those 

sections of thc EIR, no additional response can be made. 
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The cumulative impacts analysis is especially impomnl in the present case because 
of llic amount of development occurring in the Projeci vicinity. The DEIR identifies twenty land 

1 4 . 4 0 u s c • m d transportaiion projects in Ihe UTC sludy area. See DEIR Table 7-1, One ofthese ' 
C O I l t . projects, the UCSD Long Range Developmenl Plan, would add almosl ten million square feet of 

developmenl to the University, Id. Given ihe arnounl of developmenl pending in the Projecl 
vicinity, the public and dedskm-imkeis deserve an accurate and eonipreherjsive analysis of the 
cumulalive impacis ofthe proposed Projeci, Unfonunalely, ihe UTC DEIR fails lo disclose how 
Ihe icgion will operale or look upon buildout of lliesc land use projecls. 

a. Cumulalive Traffic Impacis. 

The DEIR's cumulative traffic analysis suffers fiom the same Haw as the project-
spccilie traffic analysis discussed above. The DEIR assumes the implemenlalion of several 
roadway and freeway improvemenl projects, yel provides no evidence that Ihese will he 
opera lional prior to buildout oflhe region's land usc projects. Indeed, llie DEIR essentially 
admits that i-805 and freeway ramp improvements would not be implemented until after build oul 
ofthe Project. DEIR at 7-4 and 7-5 (emphasis added). 

Moreover, the DEIR substantially underslates the cumulalive impacl lo ihe region's 
freeways and interchanges because the geographical size oflhe sludy area is simply too small. 
The sludy area extends only as far north as ihe 1-5/1-805 interchange and as far south as SR-52 

1 4 4 1 ( ie- .n distance of approximately three miles from the Projecl site). See DEIR Table 5.3-4. 
Tral lie congestion in urban areas is a regional phenomenon. Cars exiling the shopping center 
would not suddenly slop once they are outside of University Cily bul would continue ~ io points 
nonh oflhe 1-5/1-805 interchange and lo poinls south orSR-52. Indeed, the DEIR explains that 
the expanded UTC shopping cenler is intended to altracl shoppers from Ihe entire region, nol jusl 
ihe IJnivmity Cily community. DEIR at 5.1-22. Moreover, traffic from the cumulalive projects 
listed in llie UTC DEIR- including especially Iraffic from Ihe UCSD Long Range Developmenl 
P lans ten million square feel of development- would certainly travel nonh of the 1-5/1-805 
interchange and soulh of SR-52. 

The California Supreme Court has emphasi/.ed lhal "an EiR may nol ignore Ihe 
iegional impacts ofa piojecl approval, including those impacis thai occur outside of its borders; 
on Ihe comrary, a regional perspective is required." Citizens ofdoleia Valley. 52 Cai,3d ai 575. 
An EIR musl analy/e environmental impacis over ihe eniire area where one might reasonably 
ex|icet these impacis to occur. See Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal.App.3d al 721-23. This 
principle stems directly from Ihe requiremenl liial an EIR analyze all significant or polenlially 
signilicani environmental impacts. See Pub, Res, Code &§ 21061, 211168. An EIR cannot analy/e 
all such environmenlal impaels if ils study area does not include the geographical area over which 
ihesc impacts will occur. 

14,41 Please refer to response to comment 9.60 from the University Community Planning Group for 
a discussion of Regents Road Bridge. In cases where the road improvements arc not assured 
by funding and programming, such as the 1-805 freeway, the EIR correctly concluded that the 
impacts would be significant and unmitigable. The geographic limits of the traffic study were 
developed based on the amount of traffic the project would produce and criteria contained in 
the City's Traffic Impact Study manual, as discussed in response to comment 9-31 from the 
University Community Planning Group. The City is aware of its obligations to considet a 
regional perspective. The EIRdocs not omit any analysis needed to understand the cumulative-
traffic implications ofthc proposed project. To the contrary, the report properly discloses the 
project's cumulative impacts on 55 roadway segments, 55 intersections 10 freeway segments 
and 10 freeway ramps located in the project area, and concludes that cumulatively significant 
would atise (see page 7-4 ofthe EIR}, 
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Traffic from the UTC Projecl, together with traffic from the cumulative 
development anlicipalcd iti the region would inundate area freeways. Yel once again, ihis DEIR 
leaves the public and decision-makers in the dark as to Ihe Project's aclual traffic impacis 
because il aihiirarily omits criiical freeway segments nonh and south ofthe UTC Project, The 
revised DEiR musl identify each freeway segmenl, ramp and interchange lhal would be 
signiljeantly impacted hy the UTC Projecl. togellicr wiih other planned development, analyze the 
impacis. and identify feasible miligalion, 

b. Cumulative Visual and Community Character Impacis, 

A dozen major land usc projecls are proposed in the vicinity ofthe UTC Project. 
DlilR Table 7-1 and I'igure 7-1, Each of Ihese projects would undoubtedly change the underlying 
eliaraelcr of the communily yet the DEIR, once again, fails lo even attempt to describe how ihe 
area will look once all these projects arc construcled. The DEIR recognizes lhal a few olher 
piqicets in the vicinity- Lajolla Commons and Monle Verde - would effect ihe area's visual 
character. DEIR at 7-3, Bul as with the project-specific visual impacl analysis discussed above, 
the docuinent slops short of actually describing how Ihe University Cily area would look upon 
buildout oflhe UTC Projecl together with these olher projecls. 

Nor does the cumulative impacl analysis recognize the dramalic effect that 
construction of another proposed projecl - Ihe Regents Road Bridge -would have on the 
characler of University Cily. As discussed above, the DEiR clearly assumes ibis bridge would be 
constructed. As sueh, the DEIR is obligated lo analyze the ctiimilativc environmental impacts of 
the UTC Project logelhcr with the bridge. The DEIR rcpcaicdly acltnowledges the adverse 
relalionship between communily characler and street widenings. See e.g.. DEIR at 5.1 -7 and 5.3-
55. Indeed, ihe UCN/STC EiR agrees with ihis assessment inasmueli as it concluded thai the 
bridge would result in significanl and unmitigated impacis lo neighborhood characler and 
aesthetics. FRC's letters on llic UCN/STC EIR also provided elaborate doeumenlalion of the 
sipnificanl change in characler lo ibe Universily Cily area Ihat would result from buiidinga 
bridge Ihrough Rose Canyon and ihe Iraffic lhal the Regents Road Bridge would carry. See Letter 
to Courtney Coyle, dated April 15, 2005, attached as Exhibit H and Letter to Mayor Jerry Sanders 
and llie Honorable City Council, dalcd July 24, 2006, attached as Exhibit I. How can (he Cily 
simullaneously recognize lhal construction oflhe bridge would adversely impact community 
characler and ignore ibis significant impacl in the context of llie U IC DEIR? Unless and unlil 
the U'l'C DEIR acmaily analyzes the cuntuiaiive effeel ofthese projects on thecommunily's 
character and proposes appropriale miligalion, this documeni will remain iliroughly inadeijuate. 
The revised UTC DEIK must provide tbis analysis. 

14.42 Please refer to response to comment 9-94 from the University Community Planning Group 
regarding the cumulative aesthetics/visual quality discussion in the EIR. Although the 
University City North/South Corridor Study EIR concluded that impacis to visual quality/ 
aesthetics ofthe Rose Canyon open space from Regents Road Bridge would be significant and 
unmitigable, the changes to the environment caused by the bridge would not visually combine 
with the urban development proposed in the urban core over one half mile away from the 
bridge area. Therefore, no cumulatively significant impacts would atise. Because cumulatively 
significant impacts were nor identified in the EIR, no discussion of mitigation is warranted. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are needed. 
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c. Cumulalive Land Use Impacts. 

The DEIR concedes that Ihe UTC Project would not be consistent with the 
Communily Plan's development intensity planned for the sile. DEIR ai 7-6, Absent any evidence 
or analysis though, ihe DEIR boldly concludes lhal Ihe cumulalive laud use impacis would be less 
lhan signilicani. Id. al 7-7. As it does throughout, the DEIR authors seem lo expect readers to 
accept their judgmenls on faith, rather lhan provide Ihe dala so thai decision-makers and ihe 
public can make up their own minds, ice Citizens ofGolela Valley. 52 Cal.3d at 568 ("[T]he EIR 
must contain facts and analysis, not the agency's bare conclusions . . , ."j (iulemal quotation 
markb omitted). 

One must ask, i f lhc level and inlensily oflhe UTC Projecl is inconsislenl wilh Ihe 
Communily Plan, how can llie DEIR claim that llie intensity of these olher projecls would be 
consisient? 'Ihese conclusions cannol both be Inc. Such a cavalier approach makes a mockery 
nl the protective provisions oflhe Communily Plan. The revised DEIR musl actually evaluate the 
consistcney ofeach of ihe projects listed in Ihe cumulative impacis chapter with the Community 
Plan, 

d. Cumulalive Nuise Impacts. 

Given the woefully inadequate Ireatmcnl of the Projeel's conslnielion- relaied noise 
imp,ids, il comes as no surprise that Ihe DEIR's analysis of cumulative noise impaels is equally 
ilcleclne. Indeed, the DEIR's purported analysis of cumulative noise impacts merely siales that 
"[i jhc noise-sensitive rcecplors potentially affected by the UTC Revilalizalion Projeci would nol 
also be atfccled by olher projecls proposed in the area due lo distance from those siles." DEIR al 
7-S. The DEIR never even acknowledges ihe Monle Verde Project. This Project, approved by 
Ihe Cily on September 17, 2007. will construct four residential lowers and subterranean parking 
stmclures directly across Gcncsec Avenue from the UTC Project. The construction of Monle 
Vcrdc would occur simullaneously wilh ihe UTC Piojcct. Noise from llic conslruclion ofthese 
projects could overwhelm nearby sensilive recepiors, especially since conslruclion would span 
several years. The U'l'C DEIR's failure lo analyze Ihis clearly significant impact is an egregious 
error which must be correcied in ihe revised DEIR, 

In sum, the DEIR's analysis of Ihe Project's cumulalive environmenlal impacts is 
extraordinurily deficient, leaving decision-makers in ihe dark as lo Iht magniludeof the Project's 
cumulalive effects. The DEIR musl be revised lo include a legally adequate analysis. 

14.43 Please refer to response to comment 9-95 ftom the University Community Planning Group 
regarding the cumulative land use discussion. 

14.44 Please refer to response to comment 9-96 from the University Community Planning Group 
regarding the cumulative noise discussion. 

14,45 Comment noted. No tevisions to the Draft EIR have been made in tesponse to the above-
comments on cumulative impacts section. 
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C. The DEIR Hails to Adequately Describe or Analyse a Keastmabte Range of 
Altcrualives. 

An EIR musl describe a range of allemalives to the proposed projecl, and lo ils 
location, thai would feasibly attain the projeel's basic objectives while avoiding or substantially 
lessening the projeel's significant impacis. Pub. Res. Code 5 21 100(b)(4); CEQA Guidelines 
if 15126,dial. A proper analysis of allernatives is essential tor Ihe Cily to comply wilh CEQA's 
mandate that significant environmenlal damage be avoided or subslanlially lessened where 
feasible Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ I5002(ajf3), 15021(a)(2), 15126.6(a); 
Ciuzeus for Qimhly Growth v. Cily of Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal, App.3d433, -143-45, As 
slalcd in Laurel Heights linprowmeni Association v. Regenls of Universily of California (19SS) 
47 Cal.3d 376, 404, "Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR. neidier ihe courts 
nor the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process. . . , [Courts will nol] 
countenance a resull lhal would require blind irusl hy llie public, especially in light of CEQA's 
fundanicnlal goal that the public be fully informed as lo ihe consequences of aclion by their 
public officials,'" 

The discussion of aliemalivea must focus on allemalives capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening Ihe adverse environmenlal effects oflhe projecl, or reducing ihem io a 
level of insignificance, "even if ihese allemalives would impede lo some degree the attainment of 
the project objectives, oi-would he more costly." CEQA Guidelines § I5l26|d)l l) . The 
alteniiilives to be discussed need not be idcnlleal or even subslanlially similar to the projecl as 
originally described by Ihe applicanl. Rather, a feasible allernalivc is one which can be 
aceomplislied in a successful manner wiihin a reasonable period of time, taking inlo account 
economic, legal, social and technological factors. Citizens ofGolela Valley. 52 Cal.3d al 574. 

I. The DF.IR Fails lo Provide a Reasonable Range ot Altenialives. 

The DEIR for llie UTC Projecl is deficicnl in its failure lo adcquaiely analyze a 
reasonable range of allernatives thai would feasibly aiiain most oflhe basic projecl objeciives 
while avoiding or subslanlially lessening Ihe projeel's significanl impaels. See Pub. Res, Code § 
21100(b)(4): CEQA Guidelines § 15l2<i,6(a). Sound planning principles, as well as CEQA. 
dictate lhal Ihe Cily consider, and ihe DEIR include, a reasonable range of allemalives. Because 
llie DEIR suggesis lhal UTC is intended lo serve as ihe community's lown cenler, the Project 
should be well planned, well designed and certainly should not overwhelm the communily wilh 
environmenlal impaels. 

As currently proposed, ihe UTC Projecl would include up io four tuweis inngiug in 
heighl from 325 lo 390 feet. The Community Plan calls for limiting the heighl of developmenl in 
llii.s location to a masimum of 15 feat. DEIR at 5,1-62 (emphasis added). These lowers would 
stand oul as eyesores, not only because Ihey would be dramatically laller than any olher slruciure 

14.46 Please refer to response to comment 14.8 for a discussion of why the range of altcmarivcs is 

reasonable. 
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io llic area bul also because ihey would be localed nexi to single family residences. Traffic from 
the UTC Projecl would inundate ihe region's freeways, streets and intciseclions and emissions 
from the Piojecl would cause a subslanlial increase in air pollulion. As such, CEQA requires that 
Ihis DCIR Study allemalives capable of avoiding or substantially reducing these serious 
environmental impacts. Vet rather than take Ihis task seriously, the DOIR admits lhal the 
allemalives merely "reduce one or more significanl environmental impaels" anticipated as a resull 
oflhe proposed Projecl. DEIR al 8-22. Our review ofthe DEIR's allemalives analysis confirms 
ihis f a d - n o l one allemative (wiih the cxccplion ofthc legally mandated No Projecl Allernalivc) 
offers substantive environmenlal benelils over the proposed Projecl. Specific dcliciencies in ihe 
DEI R 's alternatives analysis arc discussed further below, 

a. Nu Ri'sideiilial Allemative. 

The DEIR fails to provide an adequate descripiion ofthe No Residential 
Alternative in large part because it fails to contain any deiail about the high rises that would be 
de\ eloped under this altemalive. The document slates that this allemative would climinale some 
oflhe proposed slruelures lhal would exceed the heighl limil eslablished by the she's commercial 
/one bul that several other tali retail slmclures, and hold and office lowers could slill be 
conslrucled. DEIR al 8-B (emphasis added). Such a vague description is useless as il provides no 
meaningful information relaling lo those structures tfial would be constructed under ihe 
allemative. How many would there be? Where would they heV How (all would they be? Absent 
this information, the DEIRcannot conclude, as it currently docs, lhal the altemalive would be 
compatible with exisiing communily character. Id. 

Nor does the No Residential Altemalive provide any subslaniive improvemenl in 
environmental impacts in comparison lo ihe proposed Projecl. The DEIR admits that this 
alternative would slill produce more traffic lhan anlicipalcd in the Communily Plan and that il 
would not eliminalc significanl unmiligable projeci and cumulative impacts to slreet segments, 
freeway ramps and freeways in the projecl area. Id, al 8-8 and 3-9. Nor, as the DEIR stales, 
would Iliis altemalive subslanlially reduce or eliminate Ihe Projecl impacts lo air quality and thus 
would, like the Project iiself, significanily affect the air basin's ability to allain ambient air 
quality standards for ozone. As for visual cffccls, this allcmalive would allow several tall retail 
structures, and hotel and office towers lo be conslrucled thereby resulting in significanl impacis 
on community characler. Id. al 8-8. Finally, Ihis alternative would be expected lo have 
signilleanl effects on landfill capacity and would have construction impacis commensurate wilh 
the proposed Project. In sum. il is unclear as lo why ihe DEIR preparers included ihis allernative 
since il provides very little, if any. environmenlal benefit compared lo the proposed Project. 

14.47 The No Residential Alternative, by definition, means that no residential units would be built on 
site, in fact, the first sentence of the description clcatly states that "the 250 to 725 residential 
units would be eliminated from the Master PDP" Elimination ofthe residential units does 
mean that hotel and office towers could still be built as proposed under the Master PDP 
Pages 3-7 through 5-11 of the EIR provide a district-by-district description of all proposed 
uses and their associated maximum structure heights. From that infotmation, the commenter 
can determine that hotels could be developed in the Palm Passage, University Central and 
Nobel Heights districts, while office towers couid be developed in the University Central 
and Lajolla Terrace districts. Note that no tall structures would occur in the Towne Center 
Gardens district that is adjacent to single-family residences. Similar to the proposed project, 
the maximum building heights in the Master PDP would be driven by the FAA testrictions. 
There is no need to repeat the information in the description of the alternative because no 
changes to hotel or office uses are proposed; they would be developed similar to the proposed 
project. Clarifications in the aitetnative description have been added to the Final EIR on this 
matter. 

As noted above in response to comment 9-8, the alternatives analysis must be limited to 
alternatives capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant effects of 
the project. The No Residential Alternative accomplishes this by tcducing significant and 
unmitigable traffic impacts, aesthetic impacts related to the bulk and scale of the residenrial 
structures, and lessening other significant impacts of the proposed project by reducing 
development intensity. The City is in agreement that projeci impacts to air quality and solid 
waste would remain significant and unmitigable under this alternative, as discussed in Section 
8.3.1 ofthe EIR. 
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b. No Retail Allernative. 

The No Retail Allernative does nol provide a measurable reduction in the Projeel's 
significant impacis. As ihe DEIR admits, tbis allernative would have significant and unmiligable 
neighborhood character impacis because the residenlial lowers could exceed ihe slmeluic heights 
in Ihe community. DEIR at S-i 2. This alternative, like the Ptoject iiself and ihe No Residential 
Allcmalive. would still produce more Iraffic than anlicipaled in the Community Plan. Id. Ihe 
DEIR does not quantify ihe operational nir emissions under this altemalive so it is impossible to 
deiermino whether il would exceed signilieance criteria. The DEIR docs concede, however, lhal 
llie air emissions under this alternative could contribute lo Ihe air basin's inability lo allain Ihe 
ambient air qualily standard for ozone, id. This alternative would also have signilicani effects on 
land till eapacily and would have potentially significant consiruclion cffccls. Id. at 8-1.1 and S-14. 
In sum, ii is unclear as to why the DEIR preparers included this altemalive since it provides very 
little, if any, environmental benefit compared to the proposed Projecl. 

c. Reduced Projecl AUtrrat ive. 

Allhough the Reduced Projecl Allemative was purportedly developed with Ihe 
puniose oiavoiding significanl and unmiligable traffic impacis io ihe freeway mainline of 1-805 
and io reduce projecl trips on 1-5 and SR-52, the DEIR reports lhal il would slill have many of the 
same siynificanl impacts 10 local streets and interseclions in Ihe community, DEIR at 8-15, 
Moieo\ er. a Oimmunity Plan amendmcnl would slill be requiied lo increase ihe rclail 
developmenl intensity allocaled lo Ihe UTC property. Id. Tins alternative would also require a 
rc/oniug to allow for incieased building heighls for the retail slruelures because ihe relaii 
expansion would exceed height limits. Id. al 8-l(i. Finally, the DEIR admits that this altemalive 
would nol subslanlially reduce or eliminate project impacis (o air qualily and would slill 
sitmificantly affect the air basin's abilily to allain ambient air quality standards for o/one. Id. 
This alternative would uho have significanl effects on land [ill eapacily and would resull in 
similar conslruclion effects as the proposed Project. Id, at S-I 7 and S-18. In sum. it is unclear as 
to why the DEIR preparers included Ihis altemalive since il provides very' little, if any, 
environmenlal benefit compared lo the proposed Project. 

A. Reduced Uuildiilg Heighl Altemalive 

Like the dcscriplion ofthc No Residential Allemative, the DEIR provides so lilllc 
informalion on land uses iti tlw Reduced Builiiing Height Altemalive as lo render informed 
dceision-making meaningless. Allhough Ihis allcmalive would limit building heights lo the 
nia.\imum height of nearby slruelures. ihe DEIR provides no information as to the. amount of 
retail, lesidenlial hold, and office use lhal would aclually be construcled. The DEIR simply 
suggests lhal no other changes lo Ihe proposed projecl or ils planned land uses would occur under 
Ihis allcmalive. DEIR alH-11 ' . The DEIR never explains how it would be possible to reduce 

14.48 

14.49 

14.50 

The summary provided by the commenter is consistent with the information presented in 
Section 8,3.2 in the FIR. Howevet, the commenter fails to point out that fhe No Retail 
Alternative would produce 16,524 less daily trips than the proposed project resulting in a 
substantial reduction of the significant and unmiligable traffic impacts of the proposed project, 
For this reason, the No Retail Alternative was provided in the FIR. 

The summary provided by the commenter is consistent with the information presented in 

Section 8.3.3 in the EIR. Please refer to response to comment 9,129 for discussion on the 

Reduced Project Alternative. It should be noted that the No Residential, No Retail and 

Reduced Building Heights alternatives all reduce the size and/or development intensity ofthe 

proposed project. 

The description for the Reduced Building Heights Alternative clearly states that, besides 
reducing structure heights, "no other changes to the proposed project or its planned land uses 
would occur" and "the amount of building area would not change." By definition, the amount 
of retail, tesidential, hotel and office uses would remain as proposed. It is possible to reduce 
building heights and not reduce intensity because the applicant could broaden the massing 
of the structures, making them less visually distinctive from the retail, shorter in stature than 
proposed and wider in footprint to achieve the same intensity. Although the structures would 
require a deviation from the proposed zone, the question asked by the City's significance 
threshold is whether the project (or its alternative) would exceed the height and bulk of 
existing patterns of development in the vicinity of the project by a substantial margin. In 
this case, the Reduced Building Heights Alternative would conform to established patterns of 
development in the UTC area, which is the environmental advantage is offers. The summary 
of impacts noted in this comment is consistent with the information presented in Section 8,3.4 
in the EIR. 
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building heights yet develop equivalent amounts of residential, tetail, hotel and office uses. 
Moreover, altliough this alternative was purporlcdly developed to reduce impaels relating to 
building height, it, like llic proposed Project aad every olher allemalivc. would require a zoning 
'deviation" since slructures in this /one cannot exceed WI feel. hi. This alternative would 
therefore still result in struemres that are ihree limes higher lhan allowed in the CUITCIU /.one. 
Nor does the Reduced Building Heighl Allcmalive offer any environmental advaniage over the 
proposed Projecl. The DEIR stales lhal Ihis allemative would have Ihe same Iraffic impacts, air 
qualily impacts land fill capacity impacts and construeiion impaels as the proposed Project 
DF.IR at 8-20 8-21. 

2. The DKIR Must Idcnlify and Analyze a Projecl Which Reduces the 
Project 's Signilicani Environmental Impacts. 

The DEIR's failure lo consider feasible allemalives that reduce the Project's 
environmental impacts renders ihe documeni inadequate under CEQA. See, e.g.. San Joaquin 
Rapior/Wildlife Rescue Or . v. Counly of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 1 U . 735-38. Given 
the liuly enormous impacts lhal this Projecl would have on Ihe community's characler, traffic and 
air quality, the cons idc Tat ion of allernatives will nol be complete unlil decision-makers and the 
public are presented with a rigomiis, honest assessment of how much developmenl the sile can 
suslain. Wiihout this opportunity, the public is merely asked lo lake on "blind tmsl" ihat the 
proposed Projecl is ihe besl altemalive. Asking for tins son of faith is not only unfair io Ihe 
people of San Diego, il is unlawful "in light of CEQA's fundamcnlal goal lhal the public be fully 
infoinied as lo ihe consequences of aclion by Iheir public oflieials." Laurel Heights Improvemenl 
Aiiiictation. Inc.. 47 Cal,3d ai 494. 

Had ihe DEIR authors considered an altemalive lhal is consistent with ihe 
University Community Plan and the she's zoning, they would have delermined lhal such an 
altemalive would subslanlially reduce the Projeel's impacis on Iraffic, air qualily and communily 
chaiueier. Speeifically. ihe Communily Plan's Deveiopmeni Imcnsiiy Elemeni esiablishes 
guidelines lor the inlcnsity of developmenl based upon Iraffic projeclions and the eapacily of the 
Community Plan Circuiaiion Klemeni roadways. See DEIR at 5.1-8. The Priiject site is localed 
in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone "A." As Ihe DEIR stales, the purpose of 
Ihis overlay /one is to limit uses and development inlensily lo ihe levels specified in the Land Usc 
and Development Intensity Table ("Intensily Table") ofthc Communily Plan, Id. The Intensity 
Table allows ihe Projeci site to have 1.061.000 square feet of regional commcrciai usc. Id. The 
Developmem Inlensily Element and Ihe Inlensily Table arc based on a scries of goals, one of 
which is lo "[P]rovide a workable circuiaiion system lhal accommodates anlicipaled traffic 
wilhoul reducing LOS below 'D ' . " /(/, 

Indeed, the DEIR con firms that the land uses contemplated by Ihe Project applicanl 
are almnsi double that which is allowed by the Communily Plan; the Project's stiitctures are 

14.M All ofthc alternatives presented in the EIR reduce at least one ofthc impacts ofthc proposed 
project, as noted above in responses to comments 14.47 through 14.50. Even the No Project 
Alternative cannot avoid cumulative impacts to traffic. The commenter contends that the 
alternatives analyzed by the EIR ate insufficient in that the alternatives do not adequately 
reduce the environmental impacts ofthe project. An EIR must focus on alternatives that avoid 
or substantially lessen a project's significant impacts. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 2) 002; CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6. However, alternatives need only be environmentally superior 
to the project in some respects. Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (Cont. Ed. Bar 2006) § 15.7, p. 735 (citing Mira Mar Mobile Communily v. City 
of Oceanside, 119 Cal. App. 4th 477 (2004)). The No Residential Alternative, No Project 
Alternative, No Retail Expansion Alternative, Reduced Ptoject Alternative, and Reduced 
Building Height Aitetnative would reduce or avoid at least one envitonmental impact of the 
project and satisfy the mandate of CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 to consider alternatives 
that reduce or avoid "any" significant impacts of the project. 

The commenter does not offer it specific aitetnative in lieu of those studied by the EIR except 
to state that the EIR should consider an alternative that conforms to the Universily Communily 
Plan, that caps traffic at the amount currently allocated to the UTC site, and limits building 
heights to levels consistent with the existing Community Plan. Such an alternative does not 
satisfy most basic project objectives; however, as such an alternative would not permit any 
significant revitalization of fhe existing shopping center nor provide the flexibility to develop 
a mixture of retail, residential, hotel and/ot office uses. Such an alternative would also not be 
economically feasible, as even a more intense usc alternative is similarly infeasible. 
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dramatically out of scale wilh suiTOimding uses; and traffic from ihe Project would cause sireels, 
inlersections and freeways lo violale the slandards eslablished in Ihe Community Plan. Oi-IR at 
5.1-36.5.1-45. 5,1-55,5.1-62. and 5,1-71. Allhough the DHIR would have us believe lhal 

1 A ^ 1 amending the Community Plan to deicle these prolceiivc provisions would magically erase the 
Project's clear inconsistency wiih ihe Community Plan, sound land usc planning principles and 

COIlt. CEQA suggest lhal ihe DEIR consider an alterative that is aclually consistent with Ihe 
Community Plan. Such an allcmalive would include, for example, an amount of developmenl 
intensity currently pcnnitied by the Community Plan, a traffic cap al ihe arnounl currently 
allocated to (he UTC site, and building heiglns thai ate consisienl wilh the Coimnuniiy Plan and 
exisiing i-onifig. If such an alleniativc is feasible, Ihe EIR will remain inadequate if such a 
feasible allemalivc is not carefully considered. See San liernardiiw Vallev Audnhnn Society. Inc. 
v. County of San Bernardino {\9M) 155 Cal.App.3d 738. 751. 

Finally, il must be noted lhal ihe San Diego Municipal Code actually requires that 
the UTC Project be redesigned io prolecl neighborhood characler. Specifically, the Code requires 
seierai criteria be incorporated inlo ihe design of all projecls applying for a Planned 
I(evelopment Permit. DEIR at 5.1 -12. As described above, the IITC Praject has. in no way, 
incorporated ihe following criteria inlo its design: 

• The scale ofthe project should he consisienl wilh ihe neighborhood scale as 
represented by the dominant development pallcrn in the surrounding area or as 
oiherwise speci lied in ihe applicable land usc plan. 

• Buildings should avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance as compared to 
adjaeenl stmclures and developmenl patterns. Abrupt differences in scale between 
large commercial buildings and adjaccnl residenlial areas should be avoided. 
Insiead. gradual iransiiions in building scale should be incorporaicd. 

DHIR at 5.1-12. 

The DfilR's revised alternatives analysis must include an aliemnlivc which 
is consistent with Ihe Universily Community Plan, zoning and the PDP design crileria. 

D. The EIK Should Be Redrafted and Recirculated. 

CHQA requires recirculalion ofa drafl EIR "jwjhen significant new informalion is 
added to an environ menial impact reporl" alter public teview and comment on the earlier drafl 

1 4 . 5 3 EIR- ' 'uh. Res. Code § 2i(W2.l. Ihe oppommity for meaningful public review of significanl 
new information ip essential "lo test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed 
judgment as lo the validity ol the conclusions Io be drawn therefrom," Sutler Sensible Planning. 
Inc. v. Sutwr Cmmiy Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.AppJd 813, 822; CilvofSnn Jose v. 
(licai Oaks Hater Co (I0S7) 102 Cal.AppJd 1005. 1017. An agency cannol simply release a 

14.52 

14.52 The Master PDP regulations provide flexibility in the application of development regulations for 
projects where strict application ofthc base zone development regulations would restrict design 
options and result in a less than desirable project. Contrary to the comment rhat the PDP 
process requires the UTC project be redesigned to protect community character, the intent ofa 
Planned Development Permit is ro encourage imaginative and innovative planning and assure 
that a proposed development achieves the goals ofthe Progress Guide and General Plan, 

The UTC site lies within the boundaries ofthe urban node ofthe Central Subarea ofthc Universily 
Community Plan, which is the most urbanized portion ofthe University Community containing 
a diverse mix of uses including two regional commercial centers, high-rise offices, hotels and 
residential towers. Evidence ofthis urban character is shown in the fact that the heights ofthc 
high-rise buildings immediately surrounding the UTC site range from the Embassy Suites hotel 
at approximately 135 feet (or 530 feet above mean sea level [amsl]) to the Wells Fargo building 
at 300 feet (or 648 feet amsl). The proposed project will implement many of the goals and 
policies of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan {General Plan) and University Community 
Plan {Community Plan), the draft General Plan update (General Plan Update), which is expected 
to be adopted by the City in 2008, and the Land Development Code. The proposed project 
will further the Commercial Goals of the Community Plan, page 17, by improving the range 
of goods and services for the residents of University City and accommodating communities 
activities, retail services, recreational and entertainment within UTC. 

In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan Update and Strategic 
Framework Element policies to create smart growth, mixed use developments as discussed in 
response to comment 9.78 from the University Community Planning Group. To chat end, 
the proposed project will increase the supply of housing, including on-site affordable housing, 
connected to local and regional transit systems. Furthermore, the proposed project will 
accomplish the Community Plan objective to improve the urban node pedestrian network 
by providing non-contiguous sidewalks around the perimeter of the site and enhancing the 
walkability within the site and through connections to surrounding land uses as discussed in 
response to comment 9-12 from the University Community Planning Group, 

As discussed in Section 5.1 ofthc EIR, the project will have no substantial impacts regarding 
land use plans and policies. The project will have no substantial adverse effect regarding the 
governing general plan, community plan, or applicable land use plans, policies or regulations, 
and no mitigation is required. Though a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) is required to 
make the project consistent with the Development Intensity and Urban Design Elements of 
the Universily Community Plan, mitigation is proposed that will tedvice most community traffic 
impacts to less than significant levels. Additionally, the CPA is not considered a significant land 
use impact due to the fact that the proposed development would be compatible with other land 
uses sutrounding most ofthe shopping center, would enforce the urban node concept contained 
in other policies ofthe University Community Plan and would not cause a substantial decrease of 
Level of Service (LOS) in the community. 
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14.52 cont. 

The ptoject site is currently zoned for Commcrciai, CC-I-3. As described in Section 5.1,2 ofthe 
EIR, che applicant proposes a zone change from CC-1-3 (community-serving commcrciai) to 
CR-I-1 (regional-serving commercial) to more accurately reflect the regional nature ofthe UTC 
shopping center. The proposed uses would be permissible in both the CC-1-3 and CR-1-1 zones. 
The zone change would have no impact upon the usc or land usc designation of the project site. 

The tallest retail buildings and architectural appurtenances {such as towers and identity signs) 
would be a maximum of 100 feet above grade (i.e., lower than most nearby office structures). 
Residential/hotel structures would be no mote than 390 feet in height above grade, as outlined in 
the UTC Residential and Hotel Design Guidelines in the Master PDP Because these buildings 
and architectural features would be caller than che 60-foot limit established in che CR-I-1 zone, 
the project applicant requests a deviation from the height limit of the zone. All structures would 
be set back at least 10 feet from the site boundary. The structures closest co che existing single-
family residential uses to the south ofthe project site would be set back a minimum of 15 feet 
and up to 30 feet from the property line, and would be stepped back in accordance with the 
Master PDP Design Guidelines and the development rcgulacions in the CR-1-1 zone. Thus, 
che projecc would comply with all applicable setback and density requirements ofthe base zone. 
The proposed project would comply with all tequircments of che base zone for the provision of 
pedestrian pathways. 

The proposed project would reviralize an exisring regional shopping center, balancing the 
functional needs of the existing center in a way rhat better serves the surrounding University Cicy 
service area, which has expanded substantially through population growth and urban development 
over the last 15 to 20 years. The proposed project would provide for improved and expanded 
community facilities at the shopping center. The proposed projecc would offer a broader range 
of goods and services to the community by providing updated and expanded retail, dining and 
entertainment options within the University City community that promote extended stays at the 
center and serve as a means to reduce peak hour commute crips in the project area. 

The project design concept described in the Master PDP design guidelines addresses the current 
inadequacies of the existing department stores, specialty retail shops, dining and entertainment 
options onsite, as well as the isolated nacure of the cencer from the surrounding communicy. The 
proposed project includes renovation ofthc existing regional shopping center through demolition 
of about half of the existing center and cunscrucduii of new and expanded department stores and 
retail shops and the addition ofa mix of uses including residential, and possible hotel and/or office 
uses onsite. 

Refer to response to comment 14.51 tegarding the infcasibility of proposing an alternative that 

conforms to the Community Plan and zoning regulations. 

14.53 Comment noted. Please refer co response to comments 14.47 through 14,51 as co the reasons 
why additional alternatives are not required. 
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14.53 
cont. 

14.54 

14.55 

Manha lllake 
Oclober 9,2007 
Page 33 

dm ft reporl "lhal hedges on imporlanl environmental issues while deferring a more detailed 
analysis to the final [EIR1 Ihat is insulated from public review." Mountain Lion Cmliliun v. 
California Fish and Came Canimn ([989) 214 Gil.App.3d 1043, 11153. 

In order lo cure the panoply of DEIR defccls idenlified in this letler, the City musl 
undertake substantial new analysis lo adequately assess Ihe proposed Project's environmental 
impacis, and lo idcnlify effeciive miligalion measures and allemalives capable ofallcvialing ihe 
projeel's significant impacts. CliQA requires lhal the public have a meaningful opportunity lo 
review and comment upon this significant new infonnation in the form ofa feci renin led draft 
EIR. 

I I . CONCLUSION 

For llic reasons sel forlh above, we respeclfully request that ihe Cily prepare a 
revised DEIR Ihat fully complies with CEQA and recirculate ihe new DEIR lo ihe public for 
commenl. Additionally, wc request ihat no furlher consideration be given lo Ihe Projecl as 

_proposed until an EIR is prepared that fully complies wilh CHQA. 

V'eiy tmly yours, 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEISBERGER LLP 

Laurel L. Impetl, AICP. Urban Planner 

Exliiliils: 

Exhibit A: 
Exhibit B: 
Exhibit C: 
Exhibit D; 
Exhibit E; 
Hxhibit F; 
Exhibit G: 
Exhibit H: 
Exhibit I: 

Impi 
Deborah Keelh 

UTC Cenler lo Expand Wilh Environmeni In Mind, Augusl 22. 2U07. 
UCN/STC FEIR (page 4,2-19), 
E-mail from Cotnicilmeinber Scott Peters lo Michucl Uberuaga, Augusl 1, 2002, 
Citing Economic Concerns, NRF Forecasls Holiday Sales Cains of Four Percent, 
UCSD Academic and Administrative Calendar 2007-2008. 
Autumn Wind Associates. 
San Diego Union Tribune Zip Code Chart for Home Sales Recorded in Augusl 2007. 
Letter to Courtney Coyie, dalcd April 15,2005. 
Letter lo Mayor Jerry Sanders and xhc Honorable City Council, daled July 24, 2006, 

Mayor Jerry Sanders 
Council Prcsidcnl Scolt Pelcrs 
Karen Hcumunn, Assistant Cily Attorney 
Shirley Edwards, Deputy City Attorney 
Deborah Knight, Friends ofRosc Canyon 

ifinrrnr Siinr i 

14.54 Comment noted. The City considered the comments contained in this letter and determined 
that recirculation was not warranted because it did nor produce significant new information 
after public review that would have deprived the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment. Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, "recirculation is not required where 
the new information added to the EIR merely datifics or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR." 

14.55 Comments to these attachments are provided in responses to comments 14.3, 14.21, 14.22, 

14.23, 14.30, 14.31, 14.32, 14.33. 14.38 and 14.42. 

RTC-182 

http://Gil.App.3d


ATTACHMENTS TO LETTER 14 

UTC center to expand with environment in mind 

Aug 22. 2007 
By Dave Schwab - La Jolla Light 

Westfield has a new vision for its UTC shopping center - and it's sharing it with everyone. 

Westfield has unveiled its plan for the first major revitalization of the UTC shopping 
center in more than two decades. The proposed restructuring features the addition of 
approximately 750,000 square feet of retail space for new and remodeled anchor 
stores, state-of-the-art cinema, more than 150 new specialty shops and boutiques, 
new public outdoor plazas, upgraded parking, a variety of housing opportunities and a 
regional transit center with a future link to the trolley. 

As proposed, Weslfield's vision could represent an investment in excess of S900 
million. Upon completion of the review and approval process, Westfield hopes to start 
work in 2008. 
UTC's "refit" will be accomplished with the needs of the environment in mind. 
Weslfield's plans for the 'new UTC" call for fully utilizing sustainable environmental 
practices, designs and materials in construction. 

Among other things, the reconfigured UTC will have a state-of-the-art theater 
complex that will be something extraordinary, said Jonathan Bradhurst, senior vice 
president, U.S. development for Westfield. "It will have 12 to 14 screens," Bradhurst 
said, "It wi l l be perfect for the communities of La Jolla and University City. It will 
have reserve seating, no advertising. It will have numerous food opportunities. It will 
be the sort of place to see blockbuster films, as well as art house films." 

Weslfield's UTC redevelopment proposal features seven dynamic districts built around 
open-air courtyards, green spaces and water elements with enhanced parking and 
public transit. New bousing on-site will be within easy walking distance of shops, 
restaurants and entertainment destinations, including its popular ice skating rink. 

This vision enables us to produce the comprehensive renewal of UTC that our 
community deserves,' said Bradhurst. "Our customers have asked for a leading-edge 
experience that preserves the casual outdoor atmosphere, yet delivers more - with 
the latest concepts and prototypes for today and beyond.' 
Bradhurst discussed the timelines on the long-term, phased renovation of UTC 
shopping center, 

"We've been undergoing the entitlement process at the city for over a year now, 
which includes a formal, public process with a draft EIR (Environmental Impact 
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Tr i lonLmk Preview: Academic and Adminislral ive Calendar 2O(l7-2O0S Page 2 of 2 

Mamortal Day Observance 

Instruction Ends 

Final Exams 

Spring Quarter Ends 

Commencsment 

Monday. May 2S 

Friday. Jane 6 

Monday- Fnflay, June 9-13 

Friday, June 13 

Link lo dales.and_detaj|s 

- 49 Days of Insirucrinn -

- 57 Days In Quarter -

IndependHncs Day Friday, July 4, 2008 
Labor Day Monday, Santemboi 1. 3008 

If you use Ooliook, you tan download the 2007 - 20O8 calendar 
holidays to your calendar. 

; tile and add Ltiese 

Inslmctkons: 

[ Click the calenda.r J/C3 tirfc 
?. Save Ihe .vcs tile on your compuler. 
f Go lo Oullook and select Import and Export (rom Itie File menu, 
1. Select Import an iCalendarar vCalendsr file (.vcs) and dick Nenl 
i Browse lo the file you jusl saved. (Make sure the file type drop-down menu *s set lo 

vCalerdar lormal ('.vcs). 
i. Click OK. 

IJCSDD2007 Regents oMhe University at Calilornia All nghls reserved. 
Official Web Page ol Itie University of Calilomia, San Diego. 
Slydenl I Class Into Blink Home. 
Sludenl I Class Into Blink_Home 
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Report)," he said. "We'd like to start construction the first half of next year (2008) 
with two major phases, the firsl opening for the holidays in 2010, and the complete 
total project finished by Christmas 2012." 

Why renovate such a successful shopping center? Bradhurst likened it to upgrades on 
an aging home. "If you had a 30-year-old house," he noted, "you'd want to do it up and 
make it presentable. We're trying to mprove our house for the community, for our 
customers. We just recently opened up a studio and gallery, the UTC Experience, for 
the public to see what we're doing, what we're offering." 

Westfield's plans for the new UTC have it emerging as the quintessential example of 
how regional shopping centers can be rejuvenated environmentally and sustainably. 
Westfield is working with the U.S. Green Building Council on a pilot project that 
would make Westfield UTC the iargest LEED-certified regional shopping center in 
California. LEED stands for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design. 
Westfield's new UTC proposal has been accepted into the LEED for Neighborhood 
Development pilot program, which recognizes projects that successfully protect and 
enhance the overall health, environment and quality of lite in a communily. 

The new UTC can be a model for green development in the shopping center 
industry," said Bradhurst. "It will merge environmentally advanced designs, 
world-dass architecture and lush native landscaping to create a fresh new 
shopping, dining and living experience," 

Among the "green" planning elements envisioned for the New UTC are: 

- Solar arrays on rooftops helping to power the shopping center 

- Increased use of recycled water, instead ol potable water, for irrigation 

• Energy-efficient lighting programs in partnership with SDG&E 

• Sustainable, recycled, and locally sourced building materials 

- Enhanced bicycle and pedestrian access to the center. 

The new UTC shopping center proposal is also forward-thinking in the way it 
will tie in with transportation and residential components serving the entire 
region. Said Bradhurst: "There wil l be up to 250 residential housing units, 
including up to 10 percent for affordable housing on-site. We're going lo 
upgrade and revitalize the existing ice rink, which is much beloved by the 
community. We'll also be adding a S25 million public transit center, which wil l 
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be under cover and be state-of-the-art. It will connect to the trolley when it 
comes through." 

"Westfield is fully committed to revitalizing the 30-year-old UTC so it will re-
emerge as a world-class shopping, dining and entertainment destination," said 
Westfield President Kenneth Wong. "We welcome the opportunity to reinvest in 
UTC and bring our global best practices - from Los Angeles, San Francisco, 
Sydney and London to San Diego." 

Bradhurst concluded the new UTC will be a perfect blend of cutting-edge 
design and practical use of Space, "For the new project, we've asked the 
architects to design outdoor spaces around a series of villages or town 
squares," he said. The buildings will become the fabric making those outdoor 
spaces rich, engaging and delightful." 

Westfield continues to ask shoppers and the community to share their thoughts 
on The New UTC by visiting The UTC Experience" near the former Robinsons-
May building. The Experience is an interactive design studio and gallery 
displaying design concepts, video fly-throughs and architectural renderings. 

Westfield filed the Master Planned Development Permit application with the 
City of San Diego in November 2006. The vision for the new shopping center 
reflects community input received to date, and sets the stage for the 
publication ol a draft EIR and subsequent environmental review process, 
anticipated in the next few weeks, 

"We hope our neighbors, shoppers and the whole community will visit The UTC 
Experience' for a closer look at our ideas and give us feedback," Bradhurst said. 
"We look forward to continuing our conversation with the community as we 
move through the approval process." 

To learn more about UTC shopping centers expansion and to share comments, 
visit www.tbenewutc.com. 

Dave Schwab 
Dave Schwab is the Managing Editor and a reporter for La Jolla Light. Contact 
Dave Schwab at (858) 875-5951 or davesglajollalighl.com. 
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DRAFT 
FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
for the 

UNIVERSITY CITY NORTH/SOUTH 
TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY 

• Ptoject No, 2744S 
SCH No. 2004031011 

P r e p u r t d (OT: 

C ITY O F SAN D I E G O 
EnginMr ing and Capi ta l Projects 

1010 Z " Avenue 
San Diego, CA 91101 

P repa red by; 

Project Deilgn Comul lan l s 
701 B Slreet , Suite SOD 
S a o O i e j o . C A 92101 

Oflobei-aOtHJotic 2fl0li 
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IMvcrailyCily KqiPi/gumhT]mipqiMILon CmrUfr BtlLJy En 

i inersee t ions 

As indicaled in Tahlc 4.2-6, a total of nine inlersEctious would operate at an unaccepiable LOS. 

These intersections a te as follows; 

• La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road (LOS E am); 
• Genesee Avcnue/Applctan Streel (LOS P. am. LOS E, pm); 
• Genesee Avcnue/SR-52 eastbound onramp (LOS E, pm, LOS F, pm); 

• Genesee Avenue/Gnvenioi Drive (LOS E. am, LOS F, pm); 
• Genesee Avcnus/l i igh School Access (LOS E. am); 

• Genesee Avenue/Decora Street (LOS F, ami pm); 

• Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (LOS E, pm); 
• Miramar Rond/Easleale Mall (LOS F, pm); and 
• I-B03 northbound on-offtamp/Oovemor Drive (LOS F , am/pm). 

T e m p o r a r y Cons t ruc t ion Traffic 

Construction of lhe bridge would require approximalely 18 months. During this period, a total of 
3,084 trips would be generated. On a peak constrnclion day, a total of 252 ADT would be 
generaled including 220 mick trips and 64 employee trips. Assuming Ihat the LRC conslnielion 
is occurring aimullaneously, the maximiun construction trips on a day could be as high as 556 
ADT distributed over these three conatniclion areas. Of diis number, 96 would be employee 
trips wJiile 460 would be relaied lo delivery of malerials. Given the low number of trip? on Ihe 
majuminn conatniclion aclivity day and the facl ihat track traffic would notmally nol occiu 
during Ihe moniing or evening peak commule periods, no significanl iraffic impacts would be 
cspected during conslnielion. 

G r a d e S e p a r a t i o n A l t e r n a t i v e 

Segmen t s 

As indicaled in Table 4.2-5, a total of 11 toad segments would operate al an kinacccplahle LOS. 

These read segments are as follows; 

• Genesee Avenue fiom Nobel Drive lo Decoro Street (LOS F); 
• Genesee Avenue from Decoro Street to University High School Access (LOS F); 

• Genesee Avenue, north of Governor Drive (LOS F); 
• Genesee Avenue south of Governor Drive (LOS F); 

• Genesee Avenue between SR-52 ramps (LOS F); 

• Genesee Avenue, south of SR-52 (LOS F); 
• La Jolla Village Drive from 1-5 to Lebon Drive (LOS E); 
• La Jolla Village Drive, east of Genesee Avenue (LOS F); 
. Miiamar Road from 1-805 to Nobel Drive (LOS F); 

• Mitamar Road from Nobel Drive lo Easlgaie Mall (LOS (•'); and 

• Nobel Drive from 1-805 In Miramar Road [LOS E). 
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c i c / o t San Diego 
CVJHCI[MEMBER SCOTT PETERS 
DISTRICT ONE 
M E M O R f t N D U M 

DATS; August I , 2002 

TO: Cicy Hanagsr Michael UQeiuaga 

FROM! ^QUiicllmpmBpr ScotL Petecs 

SUBJECT: f l r i t t EIB fo r H H s c t i c l d UTC EKpansion Pj-opoi^l 

I r*c**iveii a copy of t h e Hooping l e t t e r fo r t h e Environmental Impacf Report be ing p t e p a r e d t o 
inform c o n s l d e r a t t o r a [ an enpansior l of MeiiC f i e l c l ' e Unl ve rs 1 ty Tn*np Cent re mall In Hortn 
U n i v e i s i t f C i t y . 

Tn- jdcptfiU conraunity p l a n c u r r e n t l y COPLBtns tiuo p o t e n t i a l f u t u r e p r o j e c t s a t f e c c i n g the ana ly^ i 
ol any a d d i t i o n a l t r a f f i c l o a d c in l.tie CDmmunicy! t h e o l d e n i n g of Cenesee Avenue and Ihe 
r n n s t r u c t i o h o t a b r i d g e over Rope Canyon tn j o i n Regents Road. At i t s nieecing on Jun*J H . tile 
I ln iv rns iLy C i t y P l a n n i n g Group v o t e d tn rsconunend t h a t t h s C i t y i n l t i a t K an environmeni ; ) ! . m a l y s i 
[o s u p p o r t any o l fou* upt iona ! c o n s t r u c t i o n itt the Pegentfl Rr idqe and the wiUenin'j o£ Cenefiee t c 
s i x l a n e s pe r t h e community p l a n , t h e c o n t t m e t Ion of one of those p r o ] e c t E and not t n e rjchfT . an 
t h e l ong - t e rm d e l a y o r permanent e l i m i n a t i o n a l boch p to jecCB. 1 w i l l recommend cliac th» Qi cy 
Council i n i t i a t e t i l l s s t u d y . 

ĉ n paoe 4 of your l e t t e r Co H e s t l i e j d . however , yau i n r l i r a c e t h a t t h e EIK ana lyp i r , foi1 ' h e 
shopping c e n t e r aho-jld aesume t h e e v e n t u a l cons t r u c e ion o t bo th ro.id p r o j e c t s . In l i g h t of t h e 
.Tiine a c l i o n by t h e UCPG, I b e l i e v e t h a t c h i c c o n s t i a i n t does a d i o e e r v i c e t c both t h e community 
and che d e v e l o p e r . An/ e v a l u a t i o n of a p i g m f i c a n t expans ion of Che mall must t a k e i n t o account 
The very rei l l pDEiuibi l tcy Lhat one or thnth of che norrh/ponf .h road p i o j e c t s cou ld be e l i m i n a t e d c 
fi i g m l i c a n t l y d e l a y e d . T h e i c r o r e , i t i s a l r p a d y apparenc tha r i l W e s t f i e l d followH your cl iret- t ion 
i l w i l l hayp p r e p a r e d an i n c o m p l e t e £TR Liial w i l l not be s u f f i c i e n t t o inform thF? ccmmunny ^nd 
i he C i t y Counci l of t h e i m p a r t s of fldditinnal t r a f f i c t r i p s Of Lo E.upport the deve lope r " s 
a r p l l c u l i o n for i t s jmprovempntn. 

nridl 
r.nli 

. l o n a l l y , ! tiavu made i t c l e a r CO " H e t t f l e l d and th^ community t h a t roads a r c nut Ui'- sul-.-
_ion tu the t r a f f i c congeP ' . i o r prciblcm anywhere, hut. e s p e c i a l l y Sn U n i v e r s i t y t i t t y wtirn r 
n n q Commission f I r u t i n J l L . i l e d [he community p lan amendment p roces s in J a n u a r y . 1 
i f i c a l l y a sked m a t t r a n s i t be a focus of p l a n n i n g for moh l l i cy In p a r t i c u l a r . I support 
r e s or t h e Mt? I [Opi>i Vl: an T r a n s i t Oevelopmenc hoard Co d e s i g n and IraplemeiiL T r a n s i t F i r p r -

Th" EIP fo r any e n p a n s i o n must p r n v i d f for rtdequate t r a n s i t . With r e s p e c t t.c r o a d s , 1 as* -na- yen 
a l l o w H e e l f j e l d t o a n a l y s e a l l four s c e n a r i o s wi th r e s p e c l co Genesee and Regen t s . A U e r n a c i v e l y , 
' h " a n a l y n i s o l c r a f f i c impac t s a s s o c i a t e d wi th the proposed " e s l l i p l d a p p l i c a t i o n ..-cuid lie 
'jomblned wi th t h e F.egentE and Genesee a n a l y s e s aorjn ro t'e conduccpd b / I hi" C i t y . 

Al It Tana. Cha l l Un Blty C i t y P l a n n i n g Or 

Djulrt Hokaiiaon, W e s t f i e l d Ccrpor 
Lawienre M o n s e r r a t e . Environment 
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National Retail Federalion - N c P îgc I o l '2 

National Retail Federation 

UID liMfltwi n-it-ift-i.i Ji-i'il.ljH lifl'imy liibmrja-ni dn^niiiHiHiUMiLni V i m 

fJcws iHolittay & Consiimer FrcFitl'; •ctiiKlmas Wmler Holidavs - W I Holiday Forecosl .Sept. 

CITING ECONOMIC CONCERNS, NRF FORECASTS HOLIDA 
SALES GAINS OF FOUR PERCENT 

:-H Mullichanncl Re 

ClUlirotiuni 

y ( haul 

Conlatl: Kathy Granms or Scott krugman (102) 7H3-79'1 
E-mail: ( jrannlsl i j fni l . tom or krugmansSnrt.iom 
Holiday HeSOguatters; www.nrf.corn/hoIidsyliH 

Citing Economic Concerns, NRF Fnrecasts Holiday Sa l« Gains o l Four Percent 

Washington, Seplember i.0. 2007 - The National deiail Federalion today released its foiecas 
the upcoming 2007 holiday season, predicting lhal sales will rise 4 0 percent Ihis year to *47 
bllllan*. 

"Retailers are Jn for a somewhiit challenging holiday season as consumers are laced with 
numerous ecunomlc obstacles," said NRF chiel FtonnmKl RosalinO /jplls, "With the meal, n™ 
matket and cunenl credll crunch, consumcis rtill be roiced lo be more D'udcnl with their hoi 
spending." 

Ihe 2007 holiday sale^ increase is expected lo fall below Ihe len-vear average ol d.n percent 
would represent the slowest holiday sales growth since 2002, when sales rose i .3 perceol. 

liriury retailers once ngaln aopear to PC a bright spol as their cuslomers have demonstrated 
ability to maintain high lenels al speniting, clearly the retailers mosl allecled By the cconomi 
be those catering to the low lo middle mtome consumer. This cou'd spell trouble loi rhscount 
and some dFpadmonl stores whose shoppers may be looking to trade down. 

NRK will release Its Htst In a series ol holiday surveys on October 16, polling consumers on w 
[hey will shop and how much Ihey plan to spend. 

The national Retail Federation Is the worlds largest retail Hade aisociatlor, with membershi; 
comprises all retail lotmals and channels o( disttlbulion Including department, specialty, disci 
calalog, inlemel. Independent stores, chain reslauranls, drug slores and grocery stores as w 
as the Induslry's liey trading partners of retail goods and services. NRF represents an Industr 
with mote than 1.6 million U.S, retail establishments, mote than 24 milliun employees - ahoi 
nne In live American workers - and 2006 sales ol t4.7 Itlllion. fls the industry umbrella grout 
NRF also represents more than 100 state, national and mlernallonal retail associations. 

• NRF defines "holiday retail sates" as retail Industry sales which occur in Ihu months ol 
November and Decern Be r. Retail industry sales include mosl Iratllllonal retail categories mdu 
discounters, department stores, giocery stores, and specialty stores, and e*clude sales at 
automotive dealers, gas stations, and restaurants. 

Email to Frt«nd I Printer Friendly 

• 12S 7th Street, NW Suite I 100, Waslntiillon. DL' 20001 »PH: I-BOO -S'?- af>«!3 .F-if: 70 i -n / - i t iW iCont.icl Us . f mail 
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TritonUnk Preview: Academic »nd Adminislralive Ciilcndar 2007-2008 I'siijc f o f l 
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ftiilitmn li'mti AsW-iiili--\, Inc 
Air Qualily Caimiunilt - Oyer Maunmii 

A l the request o f Shute, MiKaly & Weinberger LLP, Autumn Wind Associates, Inc. has 

reviewed seclions o f l h e University Towne Center (UTC) Revitalization Project Draft 

Li ivironmciUii l Inipact Report (DEIR), SCH 2002071071, perlinenl lo the analysis, evaluation, and 

niiUyalian o f projtc I-related air quali ly impacis. Primary areas o f concern have been idenlified in 

ihe sections below. 

I. D E I R Falls T o Provide Adequate Review of Basin-Wide A i r Qua l i l y Condi l ions 

The DErK imder-represcnts Ihe impact lhal the increase in UTC emissions would have on air qualily in ihe 

San Diego Air Basin (SUAU) because critical regulalory and exisiing ambient rnoniioring djla have mil 

been adequalcly described. At pg 5.4-4, the DEIR siales thai ambient ait quality inuniloring dala and 

cxcccdanccs of ait quality standards ate discussed under "Uackground Ait Quality" only within (he contest 

nf lhcl i ical geographical area wiihin a number of miles of the UTC site. The DEIK states: 

Lxl he purpose of lhe monitiiTin^ slain 
CAAQSandNAAQS; 1 

i lo delemiine wliethci the ambient air qualily meets Ihe 

Whi le leehnically cwrec l , the UEIR niusl include ambient air nuali ly dala ftom ihe numerous 

nlhet rtionilorinK slations throughout the air basin, 0?one is a regional polluliuil, and ROG and 

NOx pre-ti irsors emitted ai the projecl site must he evaluated for their u/une-foiming rcginual 

impacis, Kmissions from ihe UTC projecl, under common Iransport condilions. could cause 

exceedanccs of air qual i ly standards al non-local Iocalions, and particularly at inliind areas whore 

monitored dala already reflect higher measured values thai violale federal and slale air quali ly 

standards, Because [lie DEiR does nol include comprehensive, specilic air quality dala (i C . 

number of ozone cxcccdanccs per year, per monitoring localion), or acknowledge Ihe potential fur 

u/nnc iransport and related regional attainment impar l implications, it fails to disclose whelher the 

Project would cause or cunlribute lo all relevant o/one exceeiiances. 

In addil ion, ll ic D l i l R does nol idcnl i fy the number o f cxcecdances over (he last several years for 

07one, I 'MIO, or l1M2,5, locally or regionally, or for other crileria pollulants under the National 

Ambient A i r Qual i ly Slandards ( N A A Q S ) or ihe more restrictive California Ambicnl A i r Qaal i ly 
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Slandards (CAAQS). This is a major bteaeli since, without this crit ical infonnation, i l is not 

pussihle to delerminc whelher the increase in emissions associated with Ihe UTC would contribute 

lo exceedances of stale 01 federal air quality slandards. The closest the DEIR comes lo Ihis is at 

Table 5 4-2: Ambienl Concentrations, reflecting jusl three years o f rnoniioring dala from Ihree 

stations prosimalc lo the UTC projecl atea. These taw data, however, are nol compared to 

ainhicnl standards and so the render is given no means to evaluate their significance. Nor is the 

data reflective of rnoniioring dala from more dislant siles lhal would be affecied under iransport 

conditions hy the UTC project; SDAI 'CD monitoring siles at Camp Pendlelon, [Iscondido, Alpine, 

and Iii Cajon reflect ozone exceedances o f slale and/or federal ozone slandards and could, under 

Iransport conditions routinely affecling Ihe region, be polentially impaclcil wi lh incremental 

increases in ozone from UTC. 

As Ihe fo l lowing texi shows, the D l i lR (at 5.4-5) reports on ozone cxcccdanccs at iwo local 

rnoniioring slalions but fails lo report e\ceedanccE for ihe air tiasin: 

The l-hour federal D? -.landard was only exceeded onec ai ihi- Del Mar-Mila Hisla ro i l tye 
monitorinij statinn during ihe nmc period from 2004 ihrough M l b The K-hnut federal i l l uandanl 
wat CM'eedcd ihree linie,*. in 2U04. 'fhe dala from Ihe monilyn^^ sta\n>ni indicate iViaI air quality 11 
in aiiainmcnl " f all other federal standards llic Kearny Mesa monitoring staiicm measured 
cutttdanccs of lhe annual Cil i fomin I'MIO standard duiing thr period ftom 2004 lei 2mUi 

The DKIR pnwides no inforniation regarding the numbet nf CAAQS or NAAQS cictcdancet fur ihe air 

hatin Nm dues Ihe Dli lR identify the aiuiiuncnt'nnn-aliainmcnl designations made under California Air 

Resource', Huard (CARD) ot Ihe I: nviron men la I Protectiun (CPAI cnleiia Th i ' is a majur CliQA shortfall, 

since the [)I:IR musl idcntily and evaluate ihe Rrojccls eslimaled emissions a^amsl evnunp an quality 

dliainmcnt.'nonaitainnicnl dcsignaiions. l-'unhct. Ihe DEIR fails lo consider unatiepiably high ambienl an 

piijluiinn values, particularly 11" "7'mc and I'MIO. recorded al olher (and eipeually mlandl SDAB 

momtotine slatmnF, to be incieinenlally impflctcd by transport nl" UTC emissions. According t" the San 

Diego A i t Pollution Conlroi l l islricl [SDAPCD). the SDAl i has tecotded eight eKceedances (01 2007 

(through nud-SeplemhcrJ of the currenl (higher] eight-hour NAAQS ilondurd for Oione, Theabihly nl ihe 

air basin lo allain ihe proposed lower ozone standard is, based on those excccdances. in siimificaui 

jeopaidy. 
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Ihe IJF.IR similarly fails to reflect important ozone emissions-standard informauon published hy EPA in 

Ihe Federal Hcgisler. Speeifically, the DEIR does nol mention ihe federal rcqujicmcnt for new 2007 ozone 

Slale Implemenlalion 1'lan (Sll'V Additionally, pursuanl to a court order, EPA has ptoposed a new R-hout 

ozone standard applicable to ihe SDAli. This lower ozone standard - a "level within Ihe langeof.OTO and 

.075 parts per million (ppml - is intended lo provide increased proleclion for children and othet al-tisk 

^)opulatl0^s....'• Final nilemakinB ii estimaied lo occur prior to March 12, 200B, a dale well within Ihe 

planning review hon/on for the UTC project. (See Federal Register, July 11. 2007; Part II. Environmental 

Proleclion Agency: 40 CI'K Pan 50; National Ambient Air Qualily Slandards for O/one, Proposed Rule; 

py, 37BIR. 37822.) Ihe UTC DlilH should have acWnoivlcdged ihis reduced standard since ihe proposed 

rule ma king preceded Ihe release of ihe UTC HEIR, and UTC's emission impacts are, based poo iculatly on 

the number of measured 0 3 exceedanccs lo dale during [he 2007 inoniloring season, virtually certain lo 

cause increased impacis on basin-*tdc altainmcni challenecs. 

Had Ihe DF.IR included up-tfi-dalc regulatory information relating to EPA's proposed rulemaking and 

included information about ihe eniire ait basin's compliance wilh air quality standards, n would have 

iecopiized thai Ihe intrcasc in ozone precursof emissions assoeialed with Ihe UTC Projctt could coninbulc 

10 e.\eeedanccs ofair quality standards. The air qualily analysis should be revised lo atcutaiely characlerize 

Ihe enisling reEulatory sellins (including a description of how EPA's adoplion of a mote stringent ozone 

snindatd would afteel Ihe U f C project) and musl include comprehensive dala on Ihe region's ait quahty. 

I I . C o n t l r u e l i o n Actlvi l ies ani l Emiss ions Es t ima te s A r e I n c o m p l e t e 

11 II. nol possible lo verify the accuracy and eoinplclcness o f lhe DEIR's eonslruclion-rclalcd emissions 

heeause dclails relaling lo consimetion tasks and ihcit telated emissions ate nol suffieicntly documented. 

Ihe DI:]R fails to explain many o f thc assumplions and inpuls used lo develop construction emissions 

estimates. Em example, in tegard lo the ptiiju-ci's Iwo major construction phases, Ihe DEfR lacks 

specificity hy construeiion lask and localion. Al pg. 5.4-13, the Air Quality elemeni slates: 

"Phase 2 involves ihe construction of up to 725 tesidential units on sile It is anticipated thai Phase 
2 would require titllc or no dcmolilion work: allhough il is possible lhal Phase 2 may involve 
dcmolilion of thc existing Scars parking slruciure, bul demolilion would not be at the level required 
under Phase I. 

Il is our understanding ihat Ihe csisting Scats parking slruciure contains an eslimaled GS0 parking spaces 

across iwo stories Demolition of Ihis simclurc would produce substantial fugitive dusl and )*M2,S 
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emissions from diesel-powered demoln ion-related vehicles, yet the quote noted above rellecis no ccrlainiy 

un ihe part of Ihe EiR preparers for whether demolitnin will even occur or whelher telated emissions were 

ever included in the air quahty impacl analysis. In fact, the DEIR's uie of "may involve" and "il is 

possible lhal" and "bul demolition would nol be required al the level requited under Phase 1" sn ennfuscs 

ihe reviewer lhal venncaiion of Phase II dcmolilion emissions is simply not possible. 'Iliis lack of clarity 

coupled with Ihe pruject's eight various polential land use scenarios spanning two eonMruciion phages, 

introduces unaccepiable complexity and confusion, making II enliemcly difficult, if nol impossible, io 

verily llic accuracy lit l he estimalc of projecl emissions. 

In addilion. the DEIR does nol ciplain how emissions wcie estimaied lor conslnielion of Ihe parking 

slruciure that is projected to range up lo .135' m heighl {DHIR pg. 5.1-16). URili;MIS20(l2 does nol 

estimate conslruclion emissions for constmction of mulli-sloty buildings. Manipulation of the model by 

Ihe EIR preparets to arrive at an cslimalc musl be explained, including the usc of modehnu inputs and 

assumplions- If URTIEMIS was not used to estimate all consuucficm emissicms. what alLcmalc methods 

were'.' Furthermore, archiieciural coating emissions ate identified in Ihe air quality analysis, yel 

infotmalion in (he URBEMIS modeling outputs for ihe projecl indicate that the atcliilectural coalings 

e,i/tir/i£fuf H-.3S "turned oil". Mow cxaellv did the EIK ptepaters calculate emissions from ai(-hitfciiiral 

coalings ' 

I I I . URBKM1S Modeling AdjuslmcTits Are UnciiplaiDed and Under-Represent Prnjecl 
EmisKinnt 

At IIHIR pg. 2- t , Ihe UTC project is des t r ibed as "ouls ide llic coastal / o n e . . . " l iRBF.MIS model 

defaults for lempetalute and Innnidily were ndjusled by the EIR preparers , perhaps to rellecl 

condi l ions more consisient wilh coastal condiliuiis. I h e DHIR never explains ot juslifics. 

however , ihe temperature and liuniidiiy assumpl ions or how they w c i e employed within ihe 

URt i l iMIS model . NOT does ihe DEIR indicale wliellter ihesc assumpt ions were approved by the 

S D A P C I ) . Temperature and humidi ly condilions have a direct effect on the production of mobile 

soutcc emissions, Incrcasinji the average winicr and reducing Ihe average summer lempcralurc in 

URURMIS model ing for Ihe U T C projecl would cause seasonal emiss ions to be under-

ropreseiiied. Withoiil plausible, reasonable explanation for Ihe aileicd mode l ing dcfaulis, ihe 

D E I R ' s est imaied emiss ions musl be presumed as artificially low. The revised DEIR should 
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remodel emiss ions us ing standard defaults or provide detailed rationale fot why ihose defaults 

have been manipula ted . 

IV. Vehic le T r i p Rates Reflected in DKIR A r e I n t e m a l l v Incons i s ten t and Confl ic t 
W i t h U K B E M I S M o d e l Defau l t s 

Vehicular trip rates for Ihe several land usc types (regional shopping cenler, condo'lownhouse hi(th rise, 

hold, general nfftce) proposed for Ihe UTC expansion projecl vaty subslanlially from defaull nip tales 

taiiotcd to the Sl 'AB wiihin Ihe URIiEMIS model (i e,, Ihe model used by the HIR pteparers lo calculalc 

the UTC's mobile source and area source emissions). Kot example, [he URDEMIS default trip rate from 

the Institute ofTransporiation Engineers for a regional shopping center such as U1C is42. l)4 trips per 1000 

square feel, yel the EIR preparers appear lo have used an adjusted trip rate of 30.6 lrips'1000 square feet 

U H J I R Table 5 J - 7 (pg. 5,3-1 S). Based on vague formula-based infonnation provided in a footnote in Ihe 

lable (sec quote below), n appears [hal Ihe EiR preparers may have reduced Ihe current Inp rate for [he 

existing UTC lo a considerably lower value by adding in the proposed 750,000 square feet of new rclail 

facilities. Again, il is nol possible to verify these assumptions since there is no explanaiion of sciemilic 

funnola componenls noled in this footnote attached lo the above-referenced table: 

"Based on Regional Retail Trip Generation (l.n (1) - 0.756 Ln (X| * S.35, where T is the number 
of trips and X is Ihe square foolage in I.OOO's) at post expansion square CoolagcC 1,061,400 t-
750,OOU= 1.81V.«MSFr 

Hon specifically would [be adiiitinn of 7511,000 square feel of new slruelures resull in a roughly 25% 

redutlion in [he regional rclail facilily Irip rate'.' Further, the various land use scenarios modeled fot the 

U l C Tiojecl rrfli-cl a varying numhet of similarly unexplained regional shopping center Irip rales, and 

most disturbingly, none ol (hose appear lo maleh Ihe Iralfic section's 30.6/1000 value. ALIOSS the eighl 

URREMIS modeled scenarios, ihe regional shopping center trip rate varied hciwecn roughly Z0 and 24 

(ript'lOOO square fuel, tales which ate roughly half the UHHILMIS defaull ITE tale of -12.94/1000 square 

feel Wc note, also, thai no modeling was conduclcd fot ennsttuclion ot opctational emission impacis for 

Ihe parli and rectealional facililies improvemenls discussed al various iocalions in the DEIR. These projecl 

componenls would generate emissions and, theiefore. musl be calculated and included in UTC's 

environmental review, (tascd on [he confusion between trip tales and the lack of modeling fur all portions 

ofthe project, cmi^sion.s csrimales for the ptoject appear lo be underestimated subslanlially 
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Fiitlhei. mlcmally inconsislenl individual nip laleu vaiy significanily between the eight mndclcd land use 

scenarios, wilh manipulation - unexplained in the DEIR - ptesuniably undettaken lo achieve a lolal 

number of trips per day for Ihe projecl idcnlilied in the projeel's traffic sludy. Manipulation of mp rales 

within and helween land usc types strictly to achieve a lolal projecl number of tnps pet day ignores Ihe 

potenlial for altered emission rales due lo imporlanl differences in [ravel condilions and trip chatactensfics 

beiween land usc types. Further, the URUF.MIS model Mags changes made by ihe modeler lo its defaults, 

lisling them in moilcled output sheets. Review of URUtMIS outputs in the UTC DEIR indicate lhal 

certain manually-reduced trip rates, as wilh Ihe regional shopping center land use [ype, are not listed m the 

"changes lo defaulls" output seclion. The revised ait quality analysis musl disclose whethct these flags 

were icmnved hy Ihe modeler If so, ihey musl be reinstated inasmuch as an EIR is required to disclose this 

critical informalion. Further, effeciive explanation must be provided by the DEIR preparers regarding the 

piiriicular rationale used lo adjust trip rales wiihin and across the various land use types and the eight 

various scenarios. 

[lecfluse the IIF.IR provides ipcomplele modeling-related data and explanatory informalion, it it nol 

possible lo \crify Ihe accuracy, of modeled results. Wilhoul effccltvc access lo comprehensive modeljng-

telalcd infotmation used lu eslimatc UTC's impacis, the DEIR's cone I us ion •. are significantly jeopardi/ed. 

To correct ihis. modctitig assumplions and methods muy he provided and thoroughly cKpiimtai. 

pjrlitulatly since the EIR analysis vanes from routine an quality modeling and engineering pracli tcj , 

V, 2020 M o d e l i n g Y e a r Kails lo P r o v i d e C o n s e r v a l i v e Kmiss ions E s t i m a t e s 

Al HEIR pg. 5.4-21 the !>I;IR slates: 

"Emh ic estimaied based on 30211 emission factots for full huild out.' 

Usc of Ihe year 2020 subslanlially and mappropnalcly undcr-rcptesents project-related conslruclion and 

operational emission impacts. Bolh offroad and onroad mobile source emission-, will decrease subslanlially 

over time as sigmfieanlly lighter Tier IV offroad emission standatds and heavy-duty dicsel ontoad emission 

standards take effect and flcelavetaged emission levels evolve over Ihe nenl scvetal years. Projecl build

oui will occur well prior lo 2020. and thus increased emission impacts will occur well ahead nf ihat 

modeling year. Mad the DEIR assessed impacts in the year 2010, fot example, the projeel's air quality 

impacts would be far more severe. Uy choosing 2020 as Ihe modeling horizon, the analysis incnitectly 
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dcfets impacts lo a much Ialer dale, ineorrcclly benefitting in the current UTC environmental review 

process from reduced projecl-relatcd emissions in comparison lo those that can be expected lo occur dutmg 

aclual projecl construction and start-up operational phases. To coneet this, Ihe DEIR's modeling and 

impact analysis must reflect nearer-term impact-analysis years. 

P a r k - R e c r e a t i o n a l Pacil i l ics I m p r o v e m e n l s W e r e Nol Reviewed F o r Emiss ion 
I m p a c t s 

llie Projecl includes recrealional improvements, some of which would tequite tegtading of pnrtiuns of 

Torrey 'irai) (DEIR, pg. 4-2), However, the DEIR does nol appear to include the emissions assoeialed widi 

Ihis projecl componenl in its air quality analysis. Expansion of Ihis open space area, particularly with the 

addilion of '"facilities" accessible lo Ihe general public, can be expected lo inctcase trip genetation and, 

Ihcreforc, air emissions. Wiihout an adequate description or accounting for related emission impacis, the 

DEIR's constmction and opcralional emission impact analysis is incomplelc. 

VI I . R O C A n d Fug i t ive Dusl Analys is a n d Mi t iga t ions A r c I n a e c u r a l e , U n e n f o r c e a b l e 

Miligation Measure 5 4-7 [DEIK pg 5.4-301 slates that the project applicanl "shall ineorpotale into the 

conlraelor specifications Ihe following control measures pursuant to Ihe Rcgiiinal An Quality Strategy 

(RAQS) for icactive organic compounds |ROC): 

• Use of low-ROC paints, adhesives and solvents 
• Installation of low emission water healers and furnaces where required 

Al page i .4 .21 , the DEIR siales: 

"nelault assumptions m the URBKMIS model, including emissions due lo energy use and area 
sources, were used lo estimate crpcralional ctnissions. cxcepl lhal il was assumed ihat atchilcelutal 
coalings would meet hiw-VOC standards and lha[ sill loading on paved roadways would be 0,03 
grams pet squate metet pet US EPA defaults." 

Ihe quoled malerials raise seieral queslions and issues: 

• Wilhoul a standard for "low-K(K'" (low-VOC| architeclutal coalings, conlraclois will be unahlc to 

comply with this subjective measure. Many coatings companies now produce and sell 7ero-VOC 
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and ullia-low ('MOO g/L) producis; ihesc musl be identified fot UTC and a standard of performance 

established in VOC conic nt by g/1. lot ihis portion of the measure. 

• As discussed above, ihe URHEMIS oulput sheets indicale lhal Ihe archiieciural coalings talculalor 

was "turned o f f 'I hcrefore il is not clear how arehitccluial coalings emissions were eslimaled for 

ihe project. 

• The DEIR siales lhal defaull assumptions were used in URBI-MIS "except lhal il was assumed 

archilectuial comings v.ould meet low-VOC slandards..." URHEMIS aulomalically applies the 

c o n e d VOC slandards fot arehitectuial coalings. In addilion, the model is routinely updated lo 

account for changes in [echnologks and regulalory emission requiremenls. Therefore, Ihe EIK 

preparer's assumption suggesis lhal undefined, lowet VOC emission faclots wete used to eslimatc 

UTC's conslnielion and atca-soutce architectural coatings emissions. If Ihis IS the case, 

archiieciural coalings estimates in the DHIR would appear lo tcflcct tnanipulalcd, anilicially low 

emission quanliucs. 

• California already tequires low-VOC atchilcelutal coatings in compntisoo to ihe rest or ihe 

counlry. Thctcfnre, it appeals that the DEIR ptcparer 's may be taking miligation crcdil when low-

VOC coalings are already required by regulation. 

The DEIR's use of subjective and non-quanluative language pertaining to architetniral coatings makfs it 

almost impossihlc to verify the accuracy of atchilectuial coatings' emissions estimates. Noi is it possible to 

quanlify the emission reduclion benefils of Ihe mitigation measure since no benchmark slandards arc 

employed. As cunenlly written, the DF.IR lails lo adcquaiely quanlify the emission reduclion bcncfis of 

Ibe imiigHiion mcasuie, provides no mechanism to gauge pcrfotmancc, and ignores die need for 

enforcement during conslruclion and operational phast's 1 hcrefore, Ihe DEIR cannol assume any emission 

reduction liom "low-HdC arcluleilura! coalings" for the UTC ptujccl. 

In addiliiin. MM 5 4 - 7 ^ mention of "Inslallalion of low emission water healcts and furnaces where 

required" is similarly suhjcclivc, vague, and unenforceable, ilecausc the measure is so non-specific, it is 

nol possible lo determine whether ihe measure relies on low-NOx slandards lhal have applied lo water 

healers sold in California for several years. Further, (ecenl altonpls hy California air agencies to 

promulgate technology-forcing regulation to further reduce existing Low-NOx waler healer emissions have 

been blocked hy manufaelurcts' claims of overwhelming technical difficulties. As wtillcn, MM5.4-7's 

wntei heater language contains no performance slandatd, appears inconectly to rely on promulgaiion of 

uncmain future water healct-rclaled air agency regulation lor any emission benefits, and adds a confusing 
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qualifier al Ihe end of lhe miligalion (with usc of "where required") lhal implies Ihat there maybe portions 

nt ihe U l C projecl where lowcr-eniilling waler healers would not be required. 

At pg, 5.4-21 (sec quolc above) the DEffi. stales lhal an EPA silt loading factor was used to estimalc related 

operational PMIO emissions, and URBEMI.S outputs in ihe DF-IH telleci lhal the standard licfaull factor 

used m URHEMIS for the San Diego air basin has been reduced by aboul 66%. Ihe DEIR lacks any 

specilic reference lu l i l 'A documental ion and provides no explanation as lo why the URHEMIS defaults 

were adjusicd, URHEMIS' defaults, including Ihose for catculalion of fugilive dust from roadway sill 

loading, are based on EPA emission factors. Thus the reduction ofthe sill loading factor for U l C musl be 

lied In addilional, specific analysis of delailed silt loading samples laken from Ihe San Diego air basin. 

Discussions wilh the SDAPCD regarding this matter confirm lhal the air district is unaware of any 

information lhal would juslify Ihe silt loading reduction claim by the DEIR,' Finally, Ihe .03 g/squarc 

metet factor noleil al pg. 5.4-21 appears to match a factor developed by the San Joaquin Valley Ait 

Pollution Control Disirict (JVUAPCD) following detailed analysis of localized {San Joaquin Valley) soil 

dimples fat sill loading factots undetlaken a number of years ago. I h e DEIR musl disclose and explain the 

scieniilic basis and talionale for the sizable reduction in sill loading selected for the UTC prnjecl. Factors 

developed on Ihe basis of highly refined analysis for some other jurisdiciion cannol lie itansfcned lo the 

San Ihego basm without adequate scientific juslificalion. 

As wrinen. M M 5 4-7 rellecis serious dcliciencies for ils three contpimenls—sill loading, architectural 

coalings, and water healers. Claimed nr modeled emission benefits canrol he subslanliatcd based without 

sound dneumcnialion. Furthei. Ihe DEfR cannol rely on whal appear l " he atlificially low emission 

calculaiions Ipariicularly related to sill loading and archiieciural coalings), l o conccl these deficiencies, 

the revised DEIR must provide rohusi, accurals, and comprehensive analysis ofthe emissions largclcd by 

M M 5.4-7, along with referenced documenlalion to support its emission calculations Finally, Ihe measure 

musl he wi itlen with effective metrics lo quantify emission rcducliun benefits, along wilh enforcemenl and 

compliance components that wil l ensure teal, surplus, quanltfiable emission reductions 

V I I I . D E I H t a i l s io Adequately Analyze PMIO and PM2.S Emissions 

DEIK Tables 5.4-5 and 5 4-7 hsls Ihe conslruclion equipment thai would be used for Phases I and I I , 

indudma Inadets, liacHhocs, and c-icavatnrs. (n addition. Phase I would require 150 total truck trips per 

1 Personal commuiucalions with Rob Rtidct. Planning and Rules Supemsur. SDAPCD, Seplembct 2007 
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liny, and Phase 2 would tequii 

wilh dicsel engines. 

120 mjck tups per day Mnsl (icavy-duly cquipi cks opetale 

Phases I and II of piojecl constrnclion would result in aboul 100 lb/day ol PM 2.5 emissions. (DEIR 

Tables 5.4-6 and 5.J-S), The DEIR finds lhal, after mitigation, project conslruclion would result in fi5.2K 

lbs/day o l const ruction-tela led I'MZ.S emissions (DEIR "lable 5 4-11). The DEIR never, however, 

idcnlilics which emission reduction strategics would be used lo reduce (^12.5 emissions Diesel 

particulate mallet (DPM) emissions can he conuolled wilh use of diesel oxidation catalysts, diesel 

particulate fillers, use of newct and more cfficicnl engines, and othet means, but none ofthese Icchnnlogies 

ate even menlioned in Ihe Dli lR. Withoul explanaiion, Ihe DEIR appears lo have ineorrcclly allnbuled an 

equivaltnl percentage reduction from control of PM10 fugitive dusl emissions lo PM2.5. D l 'M P.M2.5 

would nol he reduced by the control measures applicable lo fugilive dusl. The revised air qualily analysis 

shuuid correct ihis serious deficiency. 

I X . U T C Env i ronmen la l Ana l j s i s M u s l Provide Heal th Risk Screening For T A C 
Emissions 

The California Air Resources Board (CARD) has idenlified DPM as a tonic an contaminant (TAC). lAI 's 

.ire a maior public health issue in Calitonna, ami ihe potenlial health impacts prompted CARH lo develop 

Ihe Risk Reiiiiflion Plan to Reduce Paniculate Matter Emissions from Die scl-Fueled Emnnes and Vehicles 

(RliP) in Oclober 2000 Ihe RRP found-that near-source exposures lo DPM fan resull in elevated 

exposures to sensitive receptors, resuhing in the potential foi up lo 1.500 cancer cases per million _ The 

Office nf (-nvironmental Heallh Ila7aids and Asscssmcnl (OEII f lA) Air Toxics l lo l Spots Promam Risk 

Assessmem Cuidchncs - Air Toxics Progam (inidancc Manual fot I'tcparalion fit..Health Risl. 

Assessmenls suits al pg. 6-4 (hai TACs such as DPM are capable of inducing short-term exposure risk. 

Diesel exhaust is eoniposcd mainly ofpatiiculaic mallet (I 'M), which has been implicated wilh a variety of 

heallh effects including premaluie moilaliU, aggtavalion of rcspitatory <.::%, cough, shortness of breath, 

wheezing, bronchitis, asthma allacks) jnd cardiovasculat disease, declines in lung funciron, changes 10 lung 

tissues and slruciure. altered respilalory defense mechanisms, and lung casiett. (U.S, tPA 4J9fp; 01 >R 

-I'alifurnia An Pcsonrces Lloard. Risk Kcducjji 
l.niones anil Vehielcs. Oclobci 21)00,u. I. 

i In Hedmr Paniculate Mallei Ti ins ftom Uiesel-Fuelcd 

' U.S. Hnvnnnniental I'latectiini Agency. Air tjiialnv Ctileiia fui Paniculate Matlci. Kcpon EPA/WP-M-IKJIaf 
ihomghOCUcF.Apiill'Mti 
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65638. ) Particulate mailer is a non .ihreshold pollutant, which means that Ihere is some possibility of an 

advene heallh impacl al any conceniialion. (Sec American Trucking v. U.S. EPA: Unjustified Revival of 

the Nondelegalion Doctrine. 23-SPCi Envnons Envtl. L & Pol'y J. 17, 26 1 r)PM is responsible for Ihe 

majority share of toxics mortality risk, particularly in urbanized air basins. DPM tcpicsenls 70% of the 

loxics mortality risk in Soulh Coasl4, Eutlher, CARS guidance' lists residenls as '•sensilive teccplnis" for 

losie air contaniinanl (TAC) exposures. 

Although dicscl-fucled cquipmcnl used during the UTC's extended conslnielion process would expose 

nearby sensilive receptors lo DPM, the DCIR fails lo examine heallh risks lo Ihese recepiors. The UTC 

DEIR explains thai existing developmenl surrounding the projecl site consists of high-densily residenlial 

developmem (al DEIR pg. ES-2), "Immedialely south of the site" arc "iwo-sloiy single-family 

residences...separated from Ihe shopping center by an approximately 15- to 20-fool tall slope, wooden 

fence and mature trecs"(ol DEIR pg 5.1-1).- Similarly, residenls, children, the elderly, and athleies will use 

Ihe I I I C ' s - 7 acre open space area during construction. Prevailing winds are out ofthe west and northwesi 

(al pg. S.il-l). Therefore, significanl concentrations of projecl-telaltd TAC emissions would be delivered 

to Ihese sensilive receptors, thereby increasing heallh risk, during Ihe Project's Ihree to five year 

eonsiruetion period. 

The DHIR docs nol conduct any TAC-related health risk screening ot concentration modeling (undertaken 

in a Heallh Risk Assessment (HRAll of project-related DPM for these seosilivc recepiors, or fot workers at 

Ihe eiisting IfTC facilities who will be immediately adjacent lo demolition and construction activities. 

I his represents a serious deficiency in the UTC's CEQA review. The DF.IR states at pg. 5 4-20 that Ihe 

ma ior i ty of conslruclion aclivily would occur in the northern half of the project sile "a good distance away 

Irom nearby sensitive receptors'' wiihout explaining what a "good distance'' is, and then ignores any funher 

consideration or analysis for HPM or TAC heallh risks lo result from Ihe exlcnsive three-year conslrutlion 

pioccss. In addition, Ihe DEIR implies thai TAC DPM emissions ftom UTC conslnielion are aulomalically 

msignificaut because ihey would be tcmporaiy in namrc and not a tong-lcrm source of air pollulion (DEIR 

pe.S.4-18) 

' Nili.iiml Ambienl Air (Jualny Slandards foi Pailiculale Mailer: Ptoposed Dmsiori, VeiiatX Rcgistn. v. 61, nn. 2 
Occembcr 13. 11%,pp 65638-65675. 
J SCAUMD, Mulliple Air 1 ones (Ixposiiie Study in llie Soulh Coasl Ait Basm, MATES-Il, March 21)110 
'California Air Resources Board; Ail Oualnv and Land Usc Handbook: A Coipmimitv I'mpeciivc. Apnl. 2005 
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Such dismissal is nol acceplable. Health risk assessments intentionally employ long dutalions, wilh figures 

adjusted to account fot, on average, seventy years of exposure. However, reducing the exposure duration 

would violale Office of Environmental Heallh Hazard Assessmcnl (OEHHA)1 methodology if the risk 

value foi a short duration (say, several years) was cttoneously spread land Ihctcby greatly diluled) ovet 

seventy years. Using the UTC' DEIR's logic (that the UTC Project's heallh risk would nol be sevetc 

because of the short duration of conslruclion), exposure lo high levels of asbcslos, a known carcinogen, 

would he acceplable for Ihe ihree lo five year UTC construeiion period so long as the concenttalion was 

below tisk faclots identified fot a 70-year exposure period -- or, even more sirnplislically, the dutaiion 

period was less than 70 years. Clearly, this nukes no sense. Moreover, asbeslos exposures rellecl latency 

periods thai confound simple dose-rale relationships, providing nmrc rationale for avoiding uvcrly-

simplistic dufation assumptions by Ihe DEIR's preparers Shortef-tctm exposures arc also relevanl since 

averaging over longer periods does nol aecounl foi differences in sensilive suh-poputadons (e.g. Ihose who 

are medically-compromised or children), fails In account (or dose-rale effects, ignores the polential lhal 

highci -dose rales over a shorter tetm may be moie ba/acdous than lower dose tales over a longet petind, 

and fails lo account fot syncrgislic effects of combined 1 AC exposures. 

Unlike most non-raral California air diblricts. SDAPCD has failed lo issue CEQ(\ ihresholds of 

significance or guidance. Thtrcfoie guidance from olher an agencies rcgardmi! ihe relevance of short-term 

heallh risks is used here In evaluate the U f C project's polential fot TAC heallh risks. Hay Area Ait 

Quality Management Disltiel (BAAQMDl guidance teMects the importance ofevalualnig a projeel's shon-

letni cancel risk when il siales " Ihe projecl is acceptable il the annual emissions associated wilh Ihe 

ptpiccl would resull in an inttemcnlal cancel tisk equal loo t less than I 0iih-06 (one in one million), i-i'/e 

On- i-tpiaiite M (iiiisiiiiic foi 70 icurs ' (emphasis added)." Soulh Coasl Ait Qualily Managcmenl Distnci's 

(SCAQMUI Rule 1401 requires a lilciimc exposure duration for cancer risk assessmem bul stipulates that. 

" i l ie risk pet yeat shall nol exceed 1/70 of the maximum allowable tisk specified in (d)l l|(AI ot (d)(l)(T(| 

at any receptor localion in residential areas' ." In other words, short-Ierm exposure analysis is a cntieal 

analysis componenl, with exposure duration divided inlo one-year increments in otdct lo evaluate tisks 

fiom shnrter-icrm TAC (such as DPM ftom conslruclion project) exposuics. Day care children, residents, 

and workcts at UTC ate captive sensitive recepiors lor construction DPM exposures. These sensitive 

'Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Ail Toxics llolspots Ptogtam Risk Assessment 
Guidelines, August 2003 
'Hay Area Ait Qualily Management Dislrici (B A AQMD), Hay Area AQMI) Risk Managemcnl Policy for Diesel-
pnded Engines. Reused Januaty I I. 2002 
•̂  Soulh Cuasi Ait Qualily Managemciil Dislrici (SCAQMD). Rule 1401.5 1401(d) (4). | 
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teccplnrs will be eo-located Willi demolition, excavation, and buiiding equipment lhal will cmil Dl'M for 

Ihree lo five yeats. In addilion, construction emissions *ould combine wilh U'IC's existing retail-related 

operational DPM (primarily from routine daily diesel-poweied vendot and delivery truck operalions) 

during Ihis same period. Again, ihe DEIR does nol mention ot analyze Ihe heallh risk of Ihese combined 

pollutant sources. 

The UTC DEIR should have evaluated health risks using an appropriale. recognized screening inelbod or, 

mote appioptialely, with use ofdispetsion modeling in a comprehensive heallh tisk assessment. The U l C 

Projeel's NOx and PMIO emissions will exceed CEQA Ihresholds roulinely applied hy SCAQMD, 

Saeramcnlo Metropolitan Air Quality Management Dislrici (SMAQMD) and olher air agencies. Other 

projecls localed in ihe San Diego area, smaller in size and duration and wilh lower estimates of DPM-

relatcd emissions have conduclcd focused constmclion-rclalcd health risk analysis during the CEQA 

review process (see Providence Holy Cross Medical Center Expansion project; F,NV-2005-0042-MND>. 

The U f C DEIR musl be revised to include a heallh risk assessment using accepted methods and dispersion 

modeling. The resutls should be issued in a tecirculalcd DEIK, 

X. All F e a s i b l e C n n s i r u c t i o n M i l i g a l l u n s W e r e Not C o n s i d e r e d 

l EQA rrquitcs that if feasible miligalion c o s t s lo reduce or jvoid a project's significant cnvitonmcnlal 

impacts ihe piojecl may nol be approved unless Ihe miligalion is adopted (PRC OJIW)?! and shvuM the 

l ead Agency decide to not adopl proposed miligalion, il musl ptovide subslanlial evidence that the 

miiiealion is infeasible (fjiiidelmes SISOlJl(») (3). Al UTC DR1K pg. 5 4-15, routine eons miction-related 

fugilive dusl cunirol miligations arc noled, yel al pg. 5.4-17. ihe DEIR concludes lhal overlapping Phase I 

and Phase II mitigated emissions would slill exceed the 100 lb. I'MIO threshold and Iherefmc ihe impacl is 

significant and unavoidable Ihis is incorrect- Technologies lo reduce I'MIO and PM2,J areavai labk lor 

conMruflion applications and miligalion measures requiring iheir use are routinely applied in other air 

dislricls in California. 

Largely as a resull of the California I egislaturc's passage of Senate Oil! 656, California air dislricls have 

developed a compiehensive list of measures designed lo reduce particulate matter emissions from 

conslruclion operations. The San Joaquin Valley Ait Pollulion District (SJVAPCD ?il02. pp. .15-82)." the 

" han Joaquin Valley Air Pollutitm Control District {"SIVAPCD"). l'ro|ecl Guide for Assesshiff and 
Milig.ijing Air Qualily Impacis. Aucusl 199B, Revised Januaiy 2002. 
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Ventura Counly Air Pollution Conlro! District (VCAPCD 19S9, pp. 7-2 to 7-4), 11 ihe San Luis Obispo Air 

Pollulion Control Dislrici (SLOAPCD 2003, Sec. 6.3,1), and Ihe Sacramento Mclrnpolilan An Quality 

Managcmenl Dislrici (SMAQMD 1994. pp. 10. 20] have found the lollowing parliculalc mailer measures 

lo he reawnablr and feasible: (See CEQA ("iuidelincs §5 15126,4, !S09I.) 

• For backfilling during carthmoving operations, walct backfill material ot apply dusl palliative to 
maintain roaicrial moisture ot lo fotm cnist when nol actively handling; covet or enclose baekfil! 
maierial when nol actively handling; mix backfill soil wilh waler pnoi In moving; dedicate water 
truck ot large hose lo backfilling equipment and apply waler as needed; water lo form cnist on soil 
immedialely lollowing backfilling, and emply loader buckel slowly; minimize drop height from 
loader buckel, 

• During clearing and grubbing, pre-wel surface soils where cquipmenl will he operated; for areas 
withoul continuing conslruclion, maintain live perennial vegetation and desert pavcmciil; slabiine 
surface snil wilh dust palliaiivc unless immediale consmiction is lo conimue; and use watet ot dusl 
pallianvc lo form crusi on soil immedialely following cleating/gnibbing. 

• While clearing fotms, use single stage pouts where allowed; use watet spray to clear lonra , use 
sweeping and watet spray lo clear fotms; use industrial shop vacuum lo cleat fotms, and avoid use 
ol high pressure ait to blow soil and debris ftom the fotm. 

• Duting cul and fill acliviiies. prc-walet with sprinklers or wobblers lo allow time for pcnctianon; 
pre-water with water Irucks or water pulls to allow lime for penetration; dig a test hole lo depth of 
cul in delermine ifsoils ate moisl al depth and coniinuc to pte-walei if nol moisl lo depth of cul; 
usc water puck/pull to water soils lo deplh of cul prior to suhsequenl cms; and apply water or dusl 
palliative lo formemst on soil following fill and compaclinn. 

• Fot large liacls of dislurbed land, ptcvcnl access by fencing, duches. vegclalion, berms. nr olher 
hartiets: install perimeter wind hamets J lo 5 feel high wilh low porosity; plant petimeiei 
vegetation early: and for long-lcrm stabilization, siahili/e disturbed soil with dust palliative m 
vegetation oi pave oi apply surface rock 

• In slagmg areas, limit si7e of area; apply waler lo surface soils where support equipment and 
vehicles are operated: limit vehicle speed; lo l i mph; and limit ingress and cgiess poinls, f-'or 
stockpiles, maintain al optiinum moistutc content; remove mjfetial from downwind side; avoid 
steep sides or faces: and stabilize material lollowing stockpile-relaied activity, 

• To pie vent Iraekoul, paic conslruclion roadways as early as possible; install gravel pads; install 
wheel shakers or wheel washers, and limil sue access. 

• Where feasible, use bedliners tn bollom-dumping haul vehicles. 

• Grade each phase sepaialelv. limed lo coincide with consinieliun phase ur grade entire project, bul 
apply chemical siabiiizcrs or pound cover lo graded areas where conslruclinn phase begins more 
than liO days afler grading phase ends. 

" Ventura County A " I'oHulion Control Dislncl ("VCAPCD"). Guidelines ior Ihe Preparation uf_Au 
Qualily Impact Analyses, Oclober 24.1«t9. 
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• hollowing Ihe addilion of malerials ID, or Ihe temoval of materials from, Ihe surface of outdoor 
storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugilive dusl emissions ulilizing suffieicnl 
watet ot ehemieal slabilizer/suppressanl. 

• Duting initial gtading, canh moving, or sue prepatalion, ptojects S acres oi greater may be requited 
to consltucl a paved (ot dust palliaiivc ttealedl apton, al leasl 100 fl in lenglh, onto the piojecl sile 
ftom Ihe adjacent site if applicable. 

• Posl a publicly visible sign with the telephone numbet and pctson to conlacl regarding dusl 
complaints. This person shall respond and lake corrective aclion wiihin 24 hts. 

ted ot treated cupaney, ihe applicanl demonstiales Ihat all ground surfaces > 
l i n i iwc fugitive dust emissions. 

• Prior lo final i 
sufficienlly to 

• Gravel pads musl be installed at all access poinls lo prevent tracking of mud on lo public roads. 

• Trior to land usc clearance, (he applicanl shall include, as a note on a separate informaltonal sheel 
lo be recorded with map, these dust control requiremenls. All requiremenls shall be shown on 
grading and budding plans. 

• All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc.. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible. In 
addilion, building pads should be laid as soon as possible alter grading unless seeding or soil 
hinders are used, 

• Harriers with 50 percent or less porosity localed adjacent tn roadways to reduce windblown 

material leaving a site. 

• Piohibtlall grading activities duting periods of high wind lover 13 mph), 

• Pave all roads on conslruclion siles. 

• Keplam vegclalion in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• Permanent dusl conirol ntcasures in an approved project re vegetation and landscape plan should he 
implemented as soon as possible following completion of any soil dislurbmg acliviiies. 

• Exposed ground areas lhal arc planned lo be reworked al dales greater lhan 1 month afler initial 
gtading should be sown with a fasl-gcimmaling native grass seed and watered until vegelatiun is 
eslablished. 

• Hequuc a dusl eonirnl plan for earlhmoviug operations. 

While (he measures noled above are designed to eonliol projecl-related entraiiinienl or re-cntrainmenl ol 

fugitive dust (PMIO), PM2,i const rue lion-related emission impacis are largely generated ftom the 

combustion of diescl fuel in die scl-powered constmction cquipmcnl lhal will operate al Ihe piojecl for al 

leasl Ihtce yeats. Air agencies (e.g., SMAQMD, PCAI'CD. SJVUAPCD) tuulmely require spcolkd 

construction Heel-averaged percentage reductions as mitigalion applied lo offroad equipment. Ihesc 

Icchnologics lypieally achieve a 25% - J 3 % NOx reduclion and up to 50% PMIO (combuslion) reduclion. 

CEQA guidance regarding these and olher effective mtligalions is readily available online. 

the DEIK further ens when it concludes (ai pg. 5.4-2BI lhal: 
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"There ate no feasible miligalion measures lo reduce NOx during Phase 1 con.-uueiion to a level 

lhal is less lhan significanl, but this impact would be lemporary," 

feasible offroad NOx- and/or PM-reducing technologies exist lhal would reduce the significanl crileria and 

TAC emissions genctaled by conslruclion of the UTC ptoject. (See. e.g., Huss Umwelitcchmk 

(www.hussuinwcll.coml. Cleaitc (www.clcaJie.eom} and CARU's list of verified diescl emission eonliol 

syslems at hn p A'ww w. at h ,e J . gov M ie wl/vc rdev/v l/c vt. h I n i). In addilion. SMAQMD, PCAI'CD. 

SIVIJAPCD pennit the payment of in-lieu funds for co-located offsile miligalion programs (lypieally 

admimslered by the ait agency) ifpiojcci-tclalcd fleet equipment reduction targets cannol he mel wilh use 

of ncwet cquipmcnl, diesel paniculate filters or oxidation catalysis, elc. In sueh eases, Ihe local air agency 

will provide fungible rcduclions for ihe project by working with Ihe projeel's conslnielion licet, nt wilh 

olher diescl vehicle operalors in Ihe ptojeel vicinity. ' Ihe revised UTC DEIR musl examine feasible 

miligalion measuies capable of tcducing Ihe project's subslanlial conslruclion emissions. Rejection of 

feasible, reeommendcri measures musl lie Ihoroughly explained, as required by CEQA Guidelines 

515091(3)13) 

XI . I n a d e ( | u a t e R e v i e w of I ' cas ib lc O p e r a t i o n a l Mi i i e a l i on M e a s u r e s 

flic DEIK ineorrcclly abseils thai ihcrc is no feasible miligalion lot the Project's operational mobile simrcc 

emissions (al pg 5.4-26). Contrary io this slalement, mitigation measures arc available lo reduce Ihesc 

cmiwims . In addilion. CO and RIKi emissions can be reduced with the usc of newct. lower-emitting 

cquipmenl and rctrofil lechnologics further, had Ihe DHIR identified llie increased mobile source-

gcneialed NOx and t'MIO emissions as significant (as would have been the case if Ihe DEIR rehed on 

mobile source thiesholds of sigmficanee ralher than siaimnary source thresholds (see discussion hclow))). 

Ihe UTC Dliill would have been ohligaicd lo idcnlify feasible miligalion for these emissions. Placer 

County Air Pollulion Control Dislrici (PCAPCD) requires a project's significant operational NOx 

emissions he reduced by 25% and PMIO by 4 5 % using a variety of methods, ineluding use ot new 

cquipmenl. reliofili. ui repowers. The PCAPCD's offsile miligation option provides fur Ihe collection ol 

fees from the projecl for operational emissions lhal will exceed the PCAPCD's CHQA ihrcsholds of 

signilieance. These fees are ihcn converted inlo low-emission mobile source projects which are 

jdminislered through Ihe PCAPCD's Clean Ait Oranl progtam, wilh Ihe resulting cost-cflcctive emission 

reductions applied as offsets lo Ihe CEQA project. Piojecl ptoponents may provide iheir own mobile 

source emission reduclions tn achieve the aforementioned pcrcenlage rcduclions, using a variety ol low-

emission vehicle sttalegies including replacemenls wilh new vehicles, lo wet-emitting a I lema lively- fueled 
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vehicles, repowers orrcirofils of exisiing heavy-duty vehicles, ur via paymenl of offsile miligalion fees lhal 

acl as offsets. Numerous technologies are available for ictrofitting existing ontoad diescl vehicles for NOx 

and PM reduclions. Similarly, SMAQMD's longstanding list nf air- and energy-beneficial land use 

measures" for land usc projecls permils the devclopct lo choose ftom poim-hased technological and 

hchavioi-modifying ilems to achieve al leasl 15% opcralional emissions mitigalion benefit, Further, 

numerous diesel retinfil technologies have been CARD-verificd lo greatly (>85%| reduce particulate 

impacis and NOx impaels of eons true I ion and operational diesel vehicles lhal would build and then serve 

ihe UTC ptoject ovet ils long-lerm, operating lifetime. CEQA tequires thai all reasonable and feasible 

mitigalions be applied lo eliminate or reduce a project's emission impacts, yel irTC's environmental review 

has failed lo evaluate measures tuulincly used in olhct ateas lo tcduce opetational emission impacis, lliesc 

measures should have been considered for use al UTC since they have been established as reasonable and 

feasible for CEQA applicalions for over a decade. 

XI I . S D A P C I ) S t a t i o n a r y S o u r c e T h r e s h o l d s M u s l Nol Be Appl ied to Ind i rec t Sources 

At pg. 5 4-8, ibe DEIR identifies the (.'EQA thresholds used lo evaluate the projeel's potential air qualily 

impaels. 

"Tiie Cily has eslablished both general Ihresholds (consisient wiih CEQA guidance fot significanl 
impacis) and specific emission Ibivsholds lhal arc derived from Ihe San Diego An Pollution 
Connol Disinci's regulalions." 

Al Table 5.4-4, ihe DEIR relics on SDAPCD polliitanl ihresholds for stationary sources lo evalualc the 

daily and annual emissions of Ihe UTC projecl. The DEIR ens when il relies on these thresholds to review 

land usc dci clop men i •related emissions since these SDAI'CD thresholds arc intended lo apply oitlr lo 

permilied stalionary sources of air pollution. SDAI'CD Rule 20 2 "...applies lo any new or modified 

emission unit, any rcplacemcni emission unit, any relocated emission unit ot any portable emission unil fot 

which an Aulhorily to Construct or Petmit to Operate is required pursuant lo Rule 10. or fm which a 

Delerminalion of Compliance is icquitcd puisuanl tu Rule 20 .5" . " The Ihresholds of Rule 20.2 should not 

have been applied In Ihe UTC's largely mobile-source emissions since Ihey ate an indited souiee of ait 

pollulion and nol a slalionaty souice. Hmission Ihresholds in Rule 211.2 apply only lo icgulaled, petmilted 

l ! S J LU memo Mcltopulilan Air Quality Minagciucnl Diilritl; "RixommcnJeil (juiilanec for Land Use Emissions 
RedudiiiiK 2(XI7 Ufdile"; vl . l ;Jan. 9, 2007 
" SDAI'CD, , -NewSnuice Review, Nun-Major Stalinnarj Snuicrs; Rule 20.2", 
hi1p.//uww.sdapcd.urKfrules/tiileVHep3wotd/R?II-2.due; March 2007 
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slalionaty soutces located ihroughout the San Diego ait hasin to ensure attainment 

national ambienl air quality standards (NAAQS) under Ihe federal Clean Air Acl. 

Stalionary source ihrcsholds are based on ihe Limiled invemory of permilted slalionaty sources and the 

ailainmcnt designalion and telated altainmcni straiegies of ibe eniite an basin. An air hasin extends far 

beyond the footprint o f a n individual land usc project thai could cause locally-significant impaels and 

piHcnlial exceedances of state and federal air quality slandards. An air basin's stationary source emissions 

invcnlory is a relatively small percentage of the total emissions inventoiy. Mobile sources represenl the 

overwhelming majorily of the area's ozone precursor cmitlcrs, and use of slalionaty soutcc-bascd 

thiesholds will automatically undct-represent the potenlial significance of UTC's mobile, opctational 

emission unpads. In addition, slalionaty thresholds are 100 broadly regional (by air dislrici design] lo he 

used for local projecl environmenlal renew. SDAPCD and other air districts have recogni?ed thai 

slalionary source bmiis proviilc inadequate standards for review of proj'ecl-specifie, local or even regional 

environmental impacis. since the preal majorily of Ihesc impacis ate caused not by slalinnaiy soutces bul, 

ralher, ihe mobile sources lhal will build and Ihcn utilize UTC ovet its lifetime. These dislricls recognize 

[hat stalionary source limils will not ptovide balanced protection againsl ivone and pamculale mailer 

nonall.iinmcnl (under slale or federal Clean Air Acls) hugely caused by the -uiprimajorily proponmn oi 

mobile source project-related emissions in comparison lo Ihose cimlled hy slalionaty soutces. 

Il is mipotliinl In note dial the SDAPCD lias advised local jurisdiclions lhal using stationary soutcc 

thiesholds for CEQA land use reviews is not apprupnaie." The UTC DEIR should not, thctcfote, rely on 

liicse Ihresholds lor dctcrmimnit the significance of lhe UTC project's ait quality impaels 

Use of stalionary source ihresholds necessarily miss potentially signilicani local emission effecis thai must 

be considered under CEQA, including mobile and atea snurces. and including the consideration of Ihose 

impacts against air qualily slandards eslablished under ihe Calilornia Clean Air Aci. Specifically, 

regionally-applicable stationary source thresholds will not adequately evaluate (J'lC'-reiated emissions for 

loeali/ed cxcccdanccs, particularly in conlcxl to more slnngenl California Clean Air Act ambient ait 

quality standatds, nor can they be used lo evaluate declared loxic air eonlaminanls, particularly dicsel 

pailicuiale mailer from offroad and ontoad vehicles. Nolwithslanding ihe facl thai .SDAPCD cannot issue 

UTC a permil lo opeiaic requited under application of Rule 20.2, thereby invalidating ils applicihiliiy to 

UTC's CF.QA review, limiling the review of the pi oject's conslruclion emission impacts to a regional 

" Per -IthRob Rcidcr. Plannine Sapervisoi. SDAPCU: March 15, 2007 
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perspective connadicls (?EQA's inlerest in identification and mitigation of projecl-specific local and silc-

speeific impacts. Emissions from eonsiruetion equipmciil operation during demolilion, grading, and soil 

iransporl may cause localized exceedances ofcnleria pollutant slandaids governed under stale and federal 

( l ean Air Acts, yel ihe DEIR contains no inforniation that addresses ihe polential for immediately localized 

impacis. Uased on ihe inapplieahilitj af stationary source thiesholds lo estimating impacts of indirect 

souiccs (such as UTC), Ihe DHIR fails lo adequately address the potenlial foi the project locunflicl wilh ot 

obsirucl altainmcni of the ambient ait quality standards. 

Ihe DEIK provides limited discussion of SDAPCD ambient air monitoring dala. Slalions used to produce 

that dala are localed at too grcal a disiance lo provide meaningful proleclion ID brcalhcts on or adjaeenl lu 

the ptoject from UTC-localizcd exceedances. Some air agencies (e.g. SCAQMD, SMAQMD) have 

established ihieshokls specifically fot construeiion lo deal wilh this issue SMAQMD, Tot example, 

eimsidets conslruclion emissions significant iflhc project is eslimaled to cause more lhan a 5 % localized 

ambient increase in CAAQS an quality slandaids". Wilhoul ndequale modeling, analysis, and evalualmn 

of Ihesc pnlenlial U l C impacts however, n is nol possible to delemiine whelhet Ihe project will avoid 

causing localised an qualily slandards exceedances. This IS particularly Inie regarding Ihe extensive 

emissions of DPM (dicsel parliculale mallet), a toxic air conlaminanl. lhal will he cmillcd acruss Ihe Ihree-

in flue - year conslruclion process. Moreover, no substantive PM2.5 mitigations have been proposed for 

Ihe projecl. despite claimed rcduclions noled in the Air Quality elemeni al Table 5.4-E. 

M i l , DK1K Fai l s Io Use A p p r o p r i a t e C E Q A T h r e s h o l d s ; S n h s t a n t i a l Ev idence a n d 

Pub l i c A d o p t i o n R e q u i r e m e n l 

CEQA guidance al Section 15064.7 allows wide lalitude loa Lead Agency in chonsing CEQA significance 

. Ihrcsholds. providing lhal "A Ihreshold of significance is an idenlifiablc quanlilalivc. quahlalive or 

ix-rfonnonce level o f a parlicular environmental elTccl..." Under 151)64.7(b|, "thresholds of significance 

lo be adopled for general usc as part ofthe lead agency's environmental review process must be adopted by 

ordinance, tcsolulion. rule, ot regulalion. and developed thtough a public teview process and be supporled 

by substantial evidence," In this case, ihe identifiable quantitalive thtcshold values (from Rule 20.2) 

cannnt be linked teasonably lo the "particular environmenlal d i e d " since the U l C projecl is not a 

'" Saeramcnlo Meliupolitan Ait Qualily Managcraciii Disttict, "Guide tu Ait Qualily Assessment 
("oumy", July i(l04 
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•stationary source whose emissions ate subjccl to air disirict permit, and ihe emission impacis of UfC will 

be almost cntnely mobile souice-gencraled ovei ihe project life. Applicaiion of lhe Dislricl's stationary 

source ihtesholds lo CEQA review of a project's mobile source impacts must he based on subslanlial 

evidence of Ihreshold effectiveness in characterizing in preventing unacceptable projecl-related nir Quality 

impacis, and the ponior of Section 15064.7 requiring public adoption of the Lead Agency's own CEQA 

thresholds a d s as a safety valve lo further ensure the Lead Agency's usc of""subslanlial evidence" in ils 

projeci review process. Did ihe Lead Agency adopl ihe CEQA significance Ihrfiholds as reflected in 

inlurimiion suppotling DEIR Tabic 5.4-ti'' If adopled, wete Ihose thiesholds suppoited wilh subslanlial 

evidence ihat would successfully ovctCome Ihe SDAPCD's watnings lo lead agencies lhal lis slationary 

source ihrcsholds nol be applied lo CEQA reviews? Il is likely Ihat Ihe Lead Agency has in Ihis case 

applied unsubstaniFaicri significance Ihresholds lo incorreelly gauge and under-represent the significance uf 

UTC constmction and opetational emission impacts. If this is Ihe case, theit use musl invalidate the 

accutacy of Ihe Lead Agency's sigmlicamc deleitninalions and the rationale for what few an quality 

miligahons have been selected for ihe projecl, 

X V I I . D E I R C l i m a t e Chanj iE Discussion Is I n a d e q u a t e 

Ihe DhlR's conclusion lhal the UTC project's impact upon climate change would be less than significanl 

(DEIR, 5.4-3il) is based on faulty assumptions, mcumplele identification ol greenhouse gas sources, and 

un subslanliatcd calculaiions. "Die Projeel's conltibuiion to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change 

should have been identified as a signilicani impacl; Ihe failuie io do so reptcsenls J subslanlial shortfall 

with Ihe piojecl'senvironmenla! review. 

Ihe DlilR repeatedly fails lo idcnlify Iht source ofkey intormalion used lo d .-1 etmlnc C 0 2 emissions I b e 

fitst example is Ihe claimed walci consumption from Ihe existing rclail developmenl of 109,.107 gallons per 

day (1>K1R, 5.4-7) llie identification of the source of this waler usage dala in the DF.IR is simply "Ihjascd 

on inlormalion lot tuttcnl walct demands." I"he D U R does not disclose the aclual dala source, such as 

actual historical usage records averaged overa period of years, or estimates provided by waler agencies, or 

estimates provided by other agencies such as ihe Cily of San Diego, riirthct. i I does not disclose how Ihe 

pottion of walei usage allnhuiablc in irrigation was determined. The DEIR claims lhal 54,000 gallons is 

used for irrigation, bul does nol disclose if lhal estimate is based on aclual metered urigaiion dala, or some 

other source. Since must walei consumed in Soulhcm Cahfoitua is Itansponcd over long dislanccs from 

the water's soutcc, Ihe energy consumed lo deliver ihe waler is an impoitanl part of the ovetall estimate of 
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gieenhotise gas emissions. Any eirors in watet consumption eslimates can significanily impact llic 

pretihouse gas emissions estimate, Wilhoul accutale and fully documented watet usage data, it is 

impossible In indepcndenlly verify ihe accurttey of the greenhouie gas emissions estimates, 

Eleclncal energy use is annlhet cnlical componenl of greenhouse gas emissions estimalion, Aceuiale 

quanlificallon of enetgy consumption assoeialed with the exisiing shopping centet should have been 

provide J, including aclual hislnncal usage dala averaged over a penod of yeats Unfortunately, the DEIR 

telics only on outdated eslimalcs provided by an an qualily dislrici localed oulside oflhe projeci area. The 

energy consumplion rale of 13,55 kWh per square fool is based on IWO estimates from Ihe Soulh Coast Air 

Quahiy Managcmenl Districi (SCAQMD) (DEIR, 5.4-5). This proposed piojecl is located in the San 

Diego Air Pollulion Control District, nol ihe South Coasl. It appears lhal no efforl was made to identify 

acnifll energy consumplion dala, which should be available fot the exisiing shopping center. Inaccuiatc 

enetgy consumplion dala will significanily iitipad Ihe validity of UTC's greenhouse gas emissions 

eslimalcs. 

Ihe UEIR cslimalc of gteenhouse gas emissions from vehicle use is also suspect. Whenever possible. Ihe 

use of iralfic dala from an accutatc ptojcel-specilic Itaffie study is piefettcd nvct simplilicd modeling 

defiuiiis. in fad. Ihe DEIR cues the projecl specific tratlic study as Ihe soutcc of lhe average daily tiatTic 

volume (DEIR, 5.4-7). Unfotiunalciy, the cslimalc of vehicle tnp lenglh is based on adilleicnl souicc--ihe 

dcfiiuh dala in ihe URnEM[S2Ilil2 model. It is impiopct to use diffetcnl dala sources fot components of 

the same emissions souice. The tialfic sludy should have been used fot both ihe ttaffic volume and irip 

length eslimates. The use n t l w o scpatale dala soutces foi the same vehicle use impacl is virtually cenam 

lo resull in rnaccutale eslimalcs of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Several othci imporlanl componenls of lhe greenhouse gas analysis ate unsubslantialed in the DEIR: 

• Which specific CCAI'emission faclots were used for eleclncily consumption? (DEIR. 5,4-141 

• Which specific usage rates were used for residenlial and non-residential natural gas combuslion? 

(DEIR. 5.4-34) 

• Which specific emission factors were used for natural gas combustion? (DEIR, 5.4-J4) 

• Qn page 5.4-35, ihe DHIR claims thai vehicle emissions of C l i . were obtained from the 

FMFAC2U07 model released hy ihe California Ait Resources Hoard. In ihe ne.it sentence, il 

claims Ihat CI L emissions were based on EPA emission faclots. Which slalemenl is correcl? 
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Wilhoul complclc documenlalion revealing ihe actual calculalii 

DElR conclusions cannol he marie. 

cd, independent 

'Ihe DEIR also fails to include greenhouse pas emissions assoeialed wiih solid waste disposal. Solid waste 

will be genctaled by bolh the retail and residential components of Ihe proposed ptojeel and should have 

heen disclosed in lable 5,4-19 aqd 5.4-20 of the DEIR. Accntding lo ihe Environmenlal Piolecuon 

Agency, each pound uf wasle generated hy a projecl will emit apptoximalely 0.94 pounds of cathon 

dioxide equivalent in Ihe tomi of methane."' EMsting and fuiurc waste generation estimates should be 

provided for the proposed project. 

Ibe analysis and disclosure of conslnielion-related greenhouse gas impacts is limited to three sentences 

(DEIR. 5.4-34), and is inadequalc for an accurate reprcscnlalion of UTC's related Cifld emissions. No 

adenipt is made in Ihe DEJR lo deierniine the signillcBncc of construction impacis. dcspile Ihe claim lhal 

construction would resull in S.706 tons of carbon dioi idc. It is not clear if the analysis included CI! , and 

N : 0 emissions, nor is there discussion of lhe modeling assumplions used in the analysis such as Ihe numhci 

and type of construeiion cquipmenl and the dutaiion ol use. or wlielhei ot not construction woikct 

i.ommute irips were included. No modeling outputs are provided wiihin Ihe DEIR. and iherefnre ihcte u is 

mil possible lo independemly verify ihe accuracy ot Ihe modeling assumplions, emission faclots. and olher 

cnhta l modeling componenls. 

According lo the DEIR, Ibe significance oI greenhouse gas emissions was determined hy measuring project 

complianLC wilh An32, [he California C.lohal Wanning Solutions Ael of 2006. However, since individual 

development projecls are not tcgulatcd hy A i n 2 , Ihis methori of determining significance is fundamentally 

llawcd. Ihe tcquitemenis of AB32 ate administered by the California An Kcsouiecs Hoard (CARHl. n i l 

local govemmems such as ihe Cily of San Diego or SDAPCD. CARB eslahhsbcs statewide regutiliom, 

sucb as vehicle emissions slandaids. nol local land usc regulations that would alfecl the proposed project 

Cunenlly, no specilic tegulations eslablished by AB 32 would affecl Ihe mannci in which ihe proposed 

project would he conslruelcd or operated. Thctctore, ihe DEIR should have eslablished a specific 

pteenhouse gas ihreshold and evahialed project impacis relative lo thai Ihreshold. 

'' I ISEi'A. jiiijWAvww.epa gnvJelimaifrl)-ir[rei'cnii!,siuiis/iiid hoine iilnii. accessed Scpi. 30, 2007. 
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Similar lo Ihe confusion caused by Ihe DEIR's reliance on SDAPCD stationary source Ihrcsholds lhal will 

not effectivefy represent the projeel's indirect source emissions issues, Ihe DEIR preparers have shorl-

cireuiled the evaluaiinn of U I C ' s G H O ' a with inappropriate tehance on anolher agency's involvemenl wiih 

comrol nl CHG's . The DEIR makes a blanket slalement that the projecl "would he consisienl with the 

goals of California's AB 32 . . . " (DF.IR, 5 4-3?), wilhoul any cvalualion of whethct the project is actually 

consisienl wilh Ihe acnial regulatory requirements of AB32. In fact, as Ihe DF.IR poinls oul. Ihe goals nf 

AB 32 arc lo reduce greenhouse gas emissions by the following amounls-

• 2000 levels hy 2010 

- 19TO levels by 2020 

• SO percent below 1990 levels by 2050 

Not only does the proposed projecl nol help lo reduce greenhouse gas emissions as specified hy AH 32, il 

actually would increase emissions. As shown in Table 5.4-20 of ihe DEIK, existing emissions of 

greenhouse gases al the project arc 5I,63K Ions per year. Wnh Ihe proposed new development, greenhouse 

gas emissions would be 85.213 Ions per year. This is a net intrecae. of 33.575 Ions per year. '1 hcrefore, 

emissions actually increase by 65 percent, which may intctfetc with California's ability to achieve the 

greenhouse gas reduclion goals of AB 33. Theiefore, greenhouse gas impacis should have been idenlified 

as a significanl impacl and all feasible miligalion should have been idenlified. Instead, ihe impacl was 

clainied lo be less lhan significant and no mitigalion was identified. 

I he DEIR includes several "measures" thai may reduce emissions lo some unknown cxlenl (DEIR, 5.4-3K). 

Many oflhe measures, if hilly implemented, are commendable. Bul Ihe DEIR does nol identify any of Ihe 

measuies as actual miligalion measures, and Ihe language describing ihe measures is vague and 

unenfoiceahic, 

.Specifically, the DEIR includes slalemenls such as: 

• "Energy efficiency targets... ' ' 

• "...potential forreai-umc transit information..." 

• "Invesligalion of lhe feasibilily of establishing a Resource Recovery Center.. ." 

• "Establishment of targets for reuse and recycling .." 

• ". . .minimize conslruclion waste by up to 50 percenl." 

• "i'nitrrtial geneialion of cIcctTicilyorisite..." 
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• "Potenlial on-sile renewable energy. 

The examples above (all Irom DEIR 5.4-38 and 5,4-39) are emphasi/ed lo show that many of the measures 

arc noilnng more lhan examples of whal mighl be possible. These vague slalemcnlE do nol suhstituic for an 

enforceable commitment lo implemenl real miligalion, Miligalion must be enforceable, and mere 

objeciives qualified hy undefined measures of feasibility cannol be monitored and arc nol enforceable by 

Ihe Cily. and thus cannol be counted on to produce any real, quanliliable, sutplus emission benefits wilh 

approval of Ihe UTC project. The D t I R should provide a complete analysis of potential greenhouse gas 

miligation and identify which measures have been oi will be incorpotaled in Ihe ptojeel. and slale the 

specific rationale for concluding lhal olher miligalion is nol feasible for Ihe projecl. Al a minimum, the 

DEIR musl he revised lo include an analysis ofal l global warming miligalion measures suggesled by the 

Allnmey (icneral in Ihe allachcd Coyote Valley CEQA commenl leller. 

finally, the DEIR slates thai it is not possible lo quantify rcduclions from Ihe measures hsled on pages 5.4-

3K and 5.4-39. However, many measures are clcatly quanlifiable and should have been analysed in die 

DEIR. fo t example, measuies lhal would mmimiTe wasfe can be quantified hy multiplying Ihe total 

pounds of waste reduced and multiplying by the emission faeloi iricmilicd earlier in this comment iettei. 

On-site tenewaljle cneigy from phnlovoltaies can be quantified hy subltacling the energy produced on sile 

liom ihe total enetgy demand oflhe ptojeel. These and olhct measuies should ht- quantified and included 

as feasible miti nation 
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Commenls on Drafl Environmenlal Impact Report for Covole Valley Specific Plan 

SCH#209JP62Q17 

Deai Messrs Han and Boyd: 

I he Attorney General submits these commenls on Ihe Draft Envirnnmentat Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the Cnyole Valley Specific Plan (CVSP or Project) pursuant lo the California 
Environmenlal Quality Acl (CEQA). ' ^ h e Project proposes the developmenl of a n e w 
community of up lo 80,000 people in an pxisting tuial atea south of lhe City of San Jos* (Cily). 
Hy ihe Ci ty ' s own calculation, once buill, Ihe Project will emil over 500,000 metric tons of 
greenhouse gases each year. 

We commend Ihe City for creating an accessible environmental document that discusses the 
problem of global warming in a clear, suceincl manner and foi making an effort to quanlily at 
leasl some of thc Projeel's subslanlial greenhouse gas (Gf(G) emissions. As discussed below, wi 
are. however, coticemed that Ihe Cily has not undertaken a mote thorough accounting of Ihe 
emissions during all phases of Ihe Project, More imporlanl ly, we note that (he City has avoided 
ils fuodamcntal responsibilily under C E Q A todeiermine whelhet this Project's contribution lo 

'The Allomcy General provides these comments pursuant to his indcpendcnl power and 
duly io prolecl Ihe nalural resources o f lhe Stale from pollution, impa imem, or deslmciion in 
lurtherance of lhe public inlcresl. (See Cal, Cons t , art. V, § 13; Cal. Gov, Code, §§ 12511, 
12600-12; D-Amlcov. Board of Medical Examiners. II Cal.3d 1, 14-15(1974)). These 
commenls are made on hchalf of the Allomey General and not on behalf of any olher California 
apency or office. 
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llie qumlcssenlially cumulalive problem of global warming is significanl and, if so, lo require 
changes or mitigation Ihat will avoid or reduce these impacis. 

Given Ihe City's responsibilities as a lead agency under CEQA, the facl thai wc ate reaching a 
climate change "lipping point" caused by incremental contribulions of GHGs, and that prompt 
and dramaiic emissions reductions arc required to avoid the moat catastrophic environmenlal 
outcomes, il is inajipiopnalc for the Cily lo find, as it did in Ihe DEIR, thai il is excused from 
making a sifinificaiec delenuinflfion under CEQA. 

Emlislonn Red lie lion T: Avoiding Ihi- T l p p l r n Polnl 

Emissiuns of QHG on the Earth's surface accumulale in the almosphcte: the increased 
aunosphetic concenlration of Ihese same gases in turn adversely affects Ihe climate.' The 
atmospheric concenttalion of carbon dioxide (CO,), Ihe leading GMG, is now 379 parts per 
million |ppm), higher lhan any time in the preceding 650.000 years.' According to "iomc experts, 
an almospheiic conccnttation of CO, "exceeding 450 ppm is almost sutely dangerous" because of 
Ihe climale changes it will elTccl. "and the ceiling may be even lower,"* 

t urrently, almospheric GHG con cenlral ions are far from stable. "The receni late of chanfie is 
dtamaiic and unptcccdcnied| .]" ' Ovet just Ihe last 17 yeats. almospheric concent rat ions of CO, 
have liscn 30 ppm, a ra leofchange lhal, in pie-industrial limes, would have laken 1,000 y e a r s ' 
Expeils aie cleat lhal if we continue our "business aa usual" emissions ttend. atmospheric 
Limcenl rat ions of CO, wil) likely exceed 6S0 ppm by ihe end o f l h e cen iury ' 

In short, oor past and cufren( C H G emissions have pushed u! In a climalic "lipping poin i l , " I f i 

'(Inicrgovemmenlal Panel on Climale Change, Fourth Asscssmcnl Rcpntl (IPCC -T) 
12007), Working Group (WG) 1, Ftequently Asked Question 2 ! . How do Human Acliviiies 
C'onirihuic lo Climale Change anil l i o n do They Compare v,iih Nalural Influences? 
htlp:y/ipee-wql.ucar.edu/wel/RepnrKAR4Wni Pub FAQs.pdH 

1 l l l 'CC4ib , WG I. Frequently Asked Queslion 1 . \ , Are the Increases in Atmospheric 
C arhon Dioxide and Olher Greenhouse Gases During the Industrial Era Caused by Human 
.Ic.'iVi/icv? hnp;/ / ipcc-WEl.ucar.eMyrel/Report/AR4WGl Puh FAQs.txlf.i 

11 hit p //www .nasa.EOv/ccnteis/goddar'l'nrws/lonslii iv/2007/daneet point .hlml.) 

! ( iPCC4 ' f , WG i, Ftequenily Asked Question 1 A, Are the Increases in Almospheric 
Cnrhnn Oioiide and Olher Greenhouse Gases During ihe Industrial Era Caused by Human 
. ic lMnes? hltp:// ipcc-wgl.uear.edq/wi;l/Repoil/AR4WGl Pub FAOs.pdf.) 

Vd.) 

'(hup: //www.epa. eo v/cl i matechanEe/science/ (uturcac h tml . ) 
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continue our business-as-ususal emissions tnijeclory. dangerous climale change will become 
unavoidable. According lo NASA's Jamca Hansen, proceeding at the emissions i s lcof the past 
decade will result in "disastrous efibcls, including increasingly rapid sea level rise, increased 
frequency of droughts and floods, and increased stress on wildlife and planls due to rapidly 
shifting climate 7iincs."' And, the experts tell us, we have less than a decade to take decisive 
action. 

fhe need to make substanttal cuts in emissions drives the global largels embodied in Ihe Kyoto 
I'mtocol and the Stale's largcls established by Governor Schwaizenegger 's Rwcutivc Order S-3-
05. and AB 32, California's Global Wanning Solution Act 012006, In California, by these 
authorities, we are commilted lo reducing emissions lo 1990 levels by 2020, and 80% below 
1990 levels by 2050. To achieve the 2030 target. California must reduce its currenl emissions by 
1 5 % l n 

S u m m a r y of the C V S P Ptniee t and D E I R 

fhe CVSP will govern development o f a new communily in southern San Jose, apptoximalely 12 
miles ftom the Ci ly ' s downtown. The communily may house up lo 70,000 to 80,000 people and 
creale up lo 50,000 new jobs on 3,700 acres. The Cily proposes lo build ihe Ptojeel over a 25- to 
50-year period, depending on economic and market conditions. 

I he new communily will include residenlial, retail, commeicial, and and mixed-use 
developmenl. Il will requite new transponaiion infiasmiclute, including new roadways, and will 
include an internal Bus Rapid Ttansit syslem wilh a connection 10 a proposed Calttain station. 
Ihe ntoject also includes includes schools, a lihtaty, a communily center, parks and a greenbell, 
itails. recreational aicas, and all necessary services and ulililies 

Lead agency City of San Jose slates Ihat the Project is a reflcchon ofthc "City's desire lo cteate a 
model cnmmunily based on ipnovalive planning and design ...." (DEIR. Sec, 2 at p. 14). 
According to the City, "the CVSP is based on a new approach, which involves a shifi from a land 
planning driven process to one dial evolves from ihe existing natural enviionmcnt ot 
Environmental Foolprinl." (/J.) 

'(hltp^/ww^ifirffirmi1 ?'"'A 'BsgBrchfaewa/2007QSHl/: sec also Hansen el a l . Dangerous 
Ihimiin-Madt Interference with Climate (2007) 7 Almos. Chem, Phys. 2287-2312 
hPp://pul?s.|tis3.nasa.gDv/doe.s/2l)Q7/20Q7 Hansen elal l.ndf.l 

'(Id.) For further discussion of dangerous climate change, see IPCC 4,'•, WG 111, Cli. I at 
pp o-7 hllp://www.mnp.nl/ipec/pByes media/FAR4docs/chai.iera/CHl Introduction,ndf. 

"(Office of the Governor, Gov, Schwarzenegger Signs Land" 
Gmmhonse Gas Emissions. Press Release (Sept. 27, 2006) 
hltp://Bov.ca.eQv/indexphp7/pre5s-1616336/4111/.I 

•rk Legislation lo Reduce 
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The City describes the Project, allemalives lo the Projecl, and polential impacis of and miligation 
for llie ?rojecl, in a three-volume DEfR. The City clearly has made every efforl lo make ihe 
environmenlal document easy to use and accessible to the public, providing all pans o f lhe 
document al ils website, including numerous maps and all technical appendices. 

hi iccognilion of the serious natute of global warming, the Cily has also taken Ihe wholly 
appropriale and responsible slep of creating a special section locttscd on this potentially 
cjiasliophic environmental impact. (DFJR, Sec. 4,15.) In a nutshell, the DlilR succinctly 
defines climate change, notes the scientific consensus thai global climale change is teal, 
undctwuy and veiy likely caused by humans. The DGIR also summarizes some of thc impacts 
lhal California should expect, including a diminishing Sietta snowpack, coastal erosion, salt walei 
mirusion inlo the Delta, and rising temperatuics, and summarises ihe existing legal and 
regulalory frameworli. including Afl 32. 

Ihe DF.iR slates ihat "Ihe primary sources of CVSP greenhouse gas emissions ate atuicipated to 
he combuslion of fossil fuels ftom grid-delivered electricily usc and from vehicles." (DFIR at p 
•117.) According lo Ihe DEIR, the approximate lotaf CO;-equivalem emissions (including 
methiine and nitrous oxide) from electricity use is 183,292 meltic ions per year, and from vehicle 
use, approximately 324,ISW) metric tons per year, (Id.) The combined total for these Iwo sources 
is approximately 507.982 metric tons per year, which Ihe DHIR states is "roughly 0 0 0 1 % of 
California's total 2004 emissions, . . ," {Id.)" The DlilR also states thai "(atdditional unknown 
quantities of greenhouse gases would be cmillcd as part o f the CVSP conslruclion process from 
ihe manufaclutc and Itansporl of building materials and Ihe operalion of construeiion 
cquipmenl.1 ' (Id a l p . 418.) 

Mter Ihe preceding discussion, Ihe climale change section of lhe DEIR states thai Ihe CVSP will 
nol have an individually discemable effeel on global climate change, reasoning lhal "il is more 
.ipptoptiale lo conclude Ihe subslanlial CVSP greenhouse gas emissions will combine with 
emissions actoss California, the U.S., and the globe lo cumulatively conlribulc to global climale 
change," (Id al p. 420.) The section then summarily ends, the Cily concluding that because 
theie is no existing numerical, icgulaloiy ihieshold against which to gauge Uie cumulalive 
significance of global waitning impacis, making a delctminalion of significance for Ihe CVS 1' 
piojcct "would be speculative." j / d ) 

1 'The City summarily stales elsewhere in the Global Climate Change section lhal "ihe 
greenhouse gases generated [by CVSP] are related to growlh that will occur elsewhere in ihe 
region, if nol in ihe Coyolc Valley," (DlilR al p. 418.) II is not clear how this slalement, 
uddiessing hypothetical, alletnalive development, fils inlo Ihe DEIR's emissions discussion ot 
whether ihe City believes it is relevanl under CEQA. In any evenl, such conclusory slalemenls, 
unsupported by lacls or analysis, ate insuflicient under CHQA. (See Laurel Heights 
Impi-ovemcm Assn. v. Hegenls of Univ. ofCnl . (1988) 47 C a U d 376, 403-405.) 
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The Citv as Lend Agency Is Reau l rgd tu Deter m in j SienUicancc 

CliQA assigns to a lead agency the responsibilily lo determine whether an impacl is signilicani. 
Ih i s is a fundamenlal and essential lask: ihe finding triggers the lead agency's obligation lo 
analy/e and requite feasible miligalion." 

"Koreach significanl effeel idenlified in the EIR, ihe agency must mttke one or more of the 
lollowing findings; (1) lhal changes or alterations have been requited in, or incorporated into, 
ihe praject lhal avoid or substnnlially lessen the effect; (2) that Ihe lead agency lacks jurisdiciion 
m make the change, hut thai anolhet agency does have such authority; andAw (3) lliai specific 
economic, social, Dt other considerations make infeasible Ihe mitigation measures or piojecl 
allemalives identified in the final EIR."" The agency musl ensure that measuies lo miligale oi 
a ioid significant effecls on the environment are fully enforceable afld must adopt a monitoring 
program lo ensure lhal the mitigalion measures are implemented." 

I he Cily noles in the DEIR Ihat AB 32 's implementing regulations ate forthcoming, but not yel 

promulgated. (DEIR a! p. 415.) ITic Cily then uses Ihis fact lo excuse itself from the obligalion 

in delermine significance under CEQA. slating: 

Tn determine whether Ihe ptoposed CVSP project would have a significanl impacl 
associated wilh global climale change, in light ofthe tact that there exists no numerical 
threshold for such an impacl, would be speculalivc, Por this reason, a delerminalion of 
iiguiflcancc cannot be made. 

(DEIR at p. 4211.) 

While the Cily is eoneel lhal tlterc ate currently no tcgulatury Ihiesholds for significance telaling 
in global wanning impacis. this docs nol relieve a lead agency ofi ls statutory obligation under 
CEQA lo delemiine whelher or not a pro jec ls impacts arc significant. As the CEQA Guidelines 
nole. "[a}o ironclad definition of signiticanl effeel is nol always possible , „ . " " In the futute, 
Ihcrc may well be "an approved plan or mitigation program which provides specific requirements 
lhal will avoid or subslanlially lessen the cumulative ptoblem" of GHG emissions and global 

'•'(Pub. Res. Code. § 21002.1, subd. ( b ) ) 

"ISocmmcntn Old City Assn. v. Cily Counetf (1991) 229 CBl.App.3d 1011, 1034 [citing 
I'ub. Res. Code, 6 210811; see also Counly of San Dirgo v. Grossmonl-Cuyamiica Community 
Cull, i;c Dtsl. (2006) 141 Cal, A pp. 4th EG, IUU, ) ' 

"[Federalion of Hillside and Canyon Assns. v. Cily o f l ^ s Angeles (2000) 83 
Ciil.App.4ih 1352, 1261 (citing Pub, Res, Code. § 310til,6J,| 

"(Cal. Code Regs., in. 14, § 13064, subd, (b).) 
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wanning impacts,'0 but until lhal time, lead agencies must rely only on their own "careful 
Judgment. . . based lo the extent possible on scientific and factual da ta"" in delermining whelher a 
pi-njetl's global warming-related impacts are significant. 

To comply wnh CEQA, Ihe City must revise the DEIR. lo make a determinaiion of whelher 
CVSP ' s conlribulion to the ptoblem of global wanning is cumulalivcly considetablc. 

Cal i fornia ' s Rcqu l remepls for Reduct ion of t : l | f ; Emisaioni je t i R e a i o m b l e B c n c h m i r k 

for Deter min Ing the Cumula t lvp ftlenincance Global W » r m l n g Impae l i 

CliQA and ils implemenling tegulations requite thai an EIR addtess the cumulalive impacts of a 
ptoject when its inctemcnlal effeel is cumulatively considetablc. "•[C]umulalively considerable" 
means lhal Ihe incremental effects o fan indivirtual piojcct ate considerable when viewed in 
ciinneelion with Ihe effects of past piojects, the effects of other cuirenl projecls, and ihe effects of 
probable Itiiure projecls."" 

Courts have rejecled Ihe argument thai a project has PO cumulatively considerable impacis 
simply because it is contributing only a iclalivcly small percentage lo a larger enviroiuncnlal 
problem." To take an example, in the seminal case of Kings County f a r m Hureau v. City of 
Hunjiird. the Fillli Appellate Disirict Court of Appeal court rejecled Ihe conclusion in a DEIR 
thai a projed 's conlribulions lo o/one levels in the area would be irsigniiicanl because Ihey 
would he "iclatively minor. . . eompfltcd lo Ihe total volume of (ozone) precuisots emitted in 
Rings County."-'' The court noted that the DEIR impettnissihly used "(he magnitude of lhe 
cuircnt o^one pioblem in the air basin in onlct lo trivialize Ihe project's impacl ,"" In the coutl 's 

The poinl is nol that, in leims of ozone levels, the proposed Hanford project will resull in 

'"(See Cal. Code Kegs,, tit, 14, 5 15064. subd. ( h | p ) . l Even wilh sucb a program in 
place, j lead agency musl delermine whether a project's effecls may slill be cumulalivcly 
considerable. (Id.) 

' ( C a l . Code Regs., tit. 14,5 15064, subd. (b).) 

"(Cal , Code Regs,, lit, 14, $ 15(30, suM. (a).i 

'"(Communities for a Belter Environment y. Cal. Resources Agency (2002) 103 
Cal App 4th 9S. 119-120.) This does nol mean, however that conlribuling "one molecule' ' lo 
ei ist ing environmental problem necessarily creates a significant cumulalive impacl (Id.) 

'"(Kings County Farm Bureau v. Cily of Hanford ( W W ) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718 ) 

• \ ' d . ) 
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soutces of emissions, e.g., emissions duting ihe conslruclion phase related to equipment 
opetaiion and building and road maleriBls. In determining whether the incremental effects of ihe 
Projecl are cumulatively consideiable, the City should nol limil its conaidetation only lo vehicle 
emissions and electricity al build-out." We attach to this leiter a chart selling forth publicly 
iivnilahlc modeling tool? thai may be useful in estimating a project's emissions. 

i t ihi- Clnha l Wurmlng- t t e la ted ImnacH of Ibe CVSF Project T C C u m u l a l i y l y Slpi i f icant . 

the Cli v Musl Impose Feasible Mi tig ation Mea tu t c s 

Iflhc Cily of San Jose detemiines that the global waimiflg-relaled impacts of the CVSP are 
cumulatively sigjiificaiit, it must discuss those impects id the DEIR and "essmine teasoniWe, 
Icasible opiions for miligahng ot avoiding the project's conlribulion" lo the problem." A lead 
agency must "miligale or avoid the significanl effects on the environmeni of projects thai il 
carries oul or approves whenever il is feasible lo do so." '1 The agency musl ensure that 
"nieasutes lo miligale or avoid significant elTecta on the environment are fully enforceable 
through petmit conditions, agteemcnls. and other measufes."" 

Assuinine that the global waiming-related impacis of Ihe Projecl are significant, ihe DEIR, as 
wrinen, does nol satisfy CEQA. While the DEIR contains a one-page section entitled "Strategies 
io Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions'" (DEIR al p. 419), il states in very gcnciai lemia only whal 
could he done - "the City could prepare a Global Warming Miligation Program for the CVSP 
ptoject describing required efforts lo reduce enetgy consumption" - lather than whal will be 
done. The DEIR notes a few non-enforceable conservation measures, staling, fot example, lhal 
ihe Project "encourages'' solai energy and other non-fossil fuel energy sources. It also stales 
siiminanly lhal the Projecl has been designed lo promote non-auro modes of transportation, but 
docs not discuss in any detail whelhet and how the new community will help California move 
away from a "business as usual" emissions trajecloiy and loward the Stale's 2 5 % emissions 
reduction lequitement by 2020 

Clearly, there are a number of practical and feasible mitigalion measures lhal could reduce this 

Piojecl's contribution lo the problem of global warming. As the Cily suggests (see DEIR al p. 

"(Cai . Code Regs., tit. 14,5 15126 ["All phases o f a projecl musl be considered when 
evaluating its impact on ilie environment: planning, acquisition, developmenl, and operation,")) 

!6(Ciii. Code Regs . tit. 14,6 15130. subd. (b)(5).) 

"(City of Mar ina Board o f Trustees (2006) 39 C a U l h S^ 1, 360 [emphasis added); see 

alio Puh. Res. Code 5 21002.1, subd, (b).( 

J ,(Puh, Res. Code, § 21081.6; Federalion of Hillside and Canyon Assodalions. supra. 83 

( :a l .App.4lhalp. 1261-) 
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Ihe ullimate collapse of ihe enviionmenl into which il is placed. The significance of an 
aclivity depends on ihe setting.... The relevant queslion to bE addressed in Ihe EIR is nol 
the relative amount of precuisors emitted by Ihe praject when compared lo preexisling 
emissions, but whelher any additional amount of precinsot emissions should be 
considered significanl in light of lhe serious nature oflhe ozone problems ...." 

Glnbnl warming is a quinlessenlially cumulative impacl, caused by tiie added effects of countless 
individual projecls al the local, tegional, stale, national and intcmalional level." As discussed, 
wc must expect potentially catastrophic consequences unless decision makers lake specific action 
lo change out cunent "business as usual" omissions trajeciory. The relevant question is whelhet 
any additional conlribulion to the problem should be considered significant in light of (hesc 
seriouii consequences. 

l i icculivc Order S-3-05 and Ihe passage of AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Acl of 2006, 
which sel Stale targets lo reduce emissions lo 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels 
by 2050, provide a relevant benchmark for determining significance. Where a project's direct 
and indircel GHG-relaled effects, consideted in the context of lhe exisdng and projected 
cumulalive effecls, may inlerfere with California's ability lo achieve lis GHG reduclion 
lequi tern cms, Ihe project's global warming-related impacts musl be considered cumulalivcly 
siumllcanl 

I he Cily should in ils revised document evaluate whether ihe global watmirg impacis of the 
CVSP will be significanl. Wc acknowledge lhal die detemiination is fot the Cily, as lead agency, 
lo make in the first Instance, We note, however, lhal by any objective standard. 500,000 metric 
Ions per year would appear lo be a considerable contribution. By comparison, many of thc "early 
nchon measures" for reducing greenhouse gases identified by Ihe California Air Resources Board 
are in ihe range of, or substanlially less than, 500,000 melnc t u n s / ' Moreover, Ihe City 's 
ultimate may understalc the Project's emissions, as il excludes othet polentially imporlanl 

"(Id. [ciialion omitted].) 

-'•'The City asseits lhal "Uie ultimate solution is a national policy addressing greenhouse 
gas emissions and global climate change, rather than piecemeal slate-by-slate or city-by-cily 
approaches. (DEIR al p. 419.) While a national GHG emissions policy is certainly overdue, Ihe 
lact lhal Ihcrc is inaclion at rhe federal level does not excuse a lead agency from ils obligation 
under State law io address cumulative impacts telaled lo globsl warming. And, as Ihe U.S. 
Supreme Cnurt has noted, "massive problems" generally are not resolved in "one fell regulatory 
s w o o p " (Mass. v £"f t4(2007)__U-S. _ , (27 S.Cl, 1438, 1457.) 

-"•(Sec 
hllpy/Twyw.dimaiechanRr cp (mv/climaie aclion (eatnlnpcibJlOdl-04-20 ARB early action r 
enort .ndfl 
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419), it may be Ihat some of Ihe mitigation measures imposed for other impacts, for example, 
those discussed for iransportalion and traffic, could also serve lo mitigate in pari the Piojecl's 
ylnhal w arm ing-tel atcd impacts. If thai is the case, the City should identify those measures and 
specifically discuss how and to whal exlenl they miligale greenhouse gas emissions. We attach 
to Ihis letler a non-enhaustive list of measures lhal local agencies may take or require tu reduce 
GH(1 emission, and of some of Ihe many puhlically available resources lhal may as:isl local 
agencies in Ihe light again si global warming. 

Conclusion 

I lie City has noled Ihat "this is truly a siluation where San Jos* can 'Ihink globally, and acl 
locally' and lead by example in adopting policies and programs lo limit die production of 
greenhouse gases associated wiih the CVSP," (DEIR a l p , 419.) We agree and believe Ihat the 
CVSP, ihrough design and miligalion, could be a bellwether community, setting an example for 
California and Ihe nation. 

Wc appreciate the opportunity to commenl on the document and would be happy lo meet with 
City slaff to discuss Ihese commenls. 

Sincerely, 

JANILL L. RICHARDS 
Depuly Allomey General 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
Attorney General 

Modeling Tools to Estimalc Climale Change Emissions Impacis of Projects/Plans 
Miligalion Measuies and Global Warming Resoutces 
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Mil iEf l l i im Measures and Global Warming Resouiccs 

(!) Global Warmln j Mi i ieal ion Measures 

The lol lowini; ate some evamples of llie types miligalion lhal local agencies may consider under 
ihe California Enviionmenlal Qualily Ac l (CF.QA) lo offset ot leducc global wanning impacis 
The list, which is liy no means cihausiive ot obiigatoty, includes measuies and policies lhal 
could be undertaken ditecily by the local agency, incoipotaled inlo Ihe agency's own "Climale 
Aclion Plan," ot funded by "fait shate" miligalion fees; measuies lhal could bo incoipuialed as a 
eonditiun ofappinval uf an individual piojecl; and mcasutes thai may be outside ihe jurisdiciion 
of lhe local agency lo impose oi tequite hul slill appropiiale fot eorsidcialion in an agency's 
cnvtiontncntal documeni 

While ihe lead agency musl delemiine which patticulai mitigalion mcasutes. or suile of 
measures, is appropiiale and feasible foi a patticulai piojcct, proponents of individual piivale 
piojecls ate enuoutagixl to lake an aclive lole in developing and ptesenting lo lead agencies new 
and innovative ways to address Ihe impacis nfglobal wanning. 

Transput I at ion 

Coordinate eonliolled inletsetiiims so lhal ttaffic passes moic etficiently ihtongli 
congesled areas. Where signals aic inslallcd, tequite Iht use of l.ighi l imit l ing 
Diode (1 l iUMraffic lights.' 
Sel specilic limils on idling lime for commercial vehicles, including delivery and 
cons true I ion vehicles. 
Require construction vehicles lo use teltol i l emission control devices, 
sueh as iliesei tisidaiion catalysis and dicsel parliculale tillers verilicd by 
ihe California A n Resouiecs Board (CARBI. ' 
Piomote ride sharing progtams e.g., by designaling a eetlain peicemaise of 
parking spaeBS fur high-occupancy vehicles, piuviding larger parking 
spaces lo accommodate vans used for ride-sharing, and designaling 
adequate passenger loading and unloading and wailing areas. 
Ctealc car-sliann£ ptogtams. Accommodalkins lor such programs inciude 
pnividing parking spaces for Ibe car-ibarc vehicles al convenienl Iocalions 
accessible by publie transporlalion ' 
Require clean allcmalive fuels and eleclric vehicles. 
Develop Ihe necessary ini'iasliuclute to encomage Ihe usc ofallemalivc fuel 
vehicles (e.g . clctl i ic vehicle charging facililies and convenienlly located 
allemalivc fueling stations),' 
Increase llie cosl ofdr iv ing and parking private vehicles by imposing lolls, 
parking Ices, and residenlial parking permit l imils. 

Offin- of lilt OliforniJ Allomey <irner 
Tjluhal Warming Mingalion Measures 
Updaiedi W\SI<I7 
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Develop Itans porta lion policies lhal give funding preference lo public transil.' 
Design a regional Iranspotlalion center where public Iransportalion of various 
modes inlersects. 
Encourage Ihe use of public transil syslems by enhancing safety and cleanliness 
un vehicles and in and around stations. 
Assess transpartalion impact fees on new developmenl in order to facililale and 
increase public Itans i l service.' 
Ptovide shuttle seivicc to public transil. 
Offer public iransil incentives. 
incoipoifllc bicycle lanes inlo street systems in regional tta nspotla lion plans, nev 
subdivisions, and latge deveiopniEnts. 
Create bicycle lanes and walking paths diicctcd lo Ihe location of schools and 
othet logical poinls ofdeslinalion and ptovide adequate bicycle patking.' 
Requite cnmrnetcial projects lo include facililies im-sile lo encourage 
employees to bicycle or walk lo work. 
Provide public education and publicity about public transportation 
services,' 

Rnt rgv F.fRcleacv and Renewable Energy 

Require energy etfieienl design fnr buildings.' 'Il i is may include strengthening 
local buiiding codes for new coMniet ion and tenovalion lo require a liighet level 
ofenctgy efficiency. 
Adopl a "Green Building Progtam" to pramole green building standards.'" 
Fund and schedule energy efficiency "lunc-ups" of exisiing buildings by 
checking, repairing, and icadjusling healing, ventilation, ait condiliuning. 
lighling. hoi water cquipmenl, insulation and wcalherwiion. (Pauilimting ot 
(iinding the improvemenl of energy efficiency in enisling buildings could oft'scl in 
part Ihe global warming impacts of new developmenl,} 
Provide individualized energy managcmenl services for large energy users. 
Require ihe use of energy efficienl appliances and office equipment." 
Fund incenlivcs and technical assisiance fur lighling efficiency." 
Require that projects usc efficient lighling (Rnorcscenl lighting uses 
approsimaldy 75% less energy lhan incandescent lighling lo deliver Ihe same 
amount of tight.) 

• Require measures lhal reduce Ihe amount of water sent to Ihe sew et system 
IReduction in waler volume senl lo Ihe sewer syslem means less watet has lo lie 
ireaied and pumped lo ihe end user, Ihcreby saving energy.) 
Ineorpotale on-site tcnewablc energy produclion (Ihrough, e g „ 
panicipalion in Ihe Calilornia Enetgy Commission's New Solar Homes 
Parlnctship). Require projecl ptoponents 10 install solai panels, waler 
icusc syElems, and'or other systems lo caplure energy sources lhal would 
mhetwise be wasted," 

Oilier nl thr t"alifomiB Allomey CicROkl 
filubdt Wanning Miligalion M M ™ ™ , 
Updalcd: 06'l5Af 
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Slreamline pemiitting and ptovide public informalion lo facililale 
acceletated construction of 5olaiand wind power. 
Fund incenlivcs to encourage llic use of energy eftkienl equipment and 
vehicles," 
Provide public education and publicity aboul energy efficiency programs and 
incentives. 

and Vie Measures 

Encourage mued-use and high-density deveiopment to reduce vehicle trips, 
promole allemalives to vehicle travel and piomole edldenl deliver* of sctviccs 
and goods (A city or county could promole "smart" developmenl by reducing 
developer fees or granting property lax credils fur qualifying projects,") 
Discourage "leapftog" development. Enact otdinances and programs lo limil 
sprawl,1T 

Incorporate public transil iniri ptojeel design."1 

Require measures lhal lake advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping anil 
sun screens lo reduce energy use. 
Preserve and cteaic open space and parks. Preserve exisiing l iecsand require the 
planting ofreplacemenl irees for Ihose removed in construction. 
Impose measures lo address ihe "utban heal island" effeel by, e.g., requiring lighi-
cototed and reflective roofing malerials and paint; lighl-coloied roads and patking 
lots: shade Bees in parking Iols; and shade trees on the soulh and west sides of 
new ot renovated buildings.1"' 
I-'acilitale 'brownfield"development. ( I l townndds ate mn 
neat enisling public Ira nspotla linn and jobs ) 
Requite pedes Irian-only sliceis and plazas wiihin dfivclopn 
lhal may be leached convenienlly hy public Iransporlalii 
bicycling.'" 

: likely la be localed 

emi, and dcslu 
. walking, ot 

Solid Waste Me 

Requite projects to reuse and recycle conslruclion and demolilion wasle. 
Implement or expand cily ot counly-wide recycling and composling progtams fur 
tesidenls and businesses 
Increase areas served by recycling programs 
Extend Ihe types of recycling services olfercd (eg. , to include food and green 
waste recycling). 
Eslablish methane recovery m local landfills and wastewater Irealmeni planls lo 
generate electricily, ; ' 
Piovide public education and publicity aboul recycling services. 

OHiec jflheCalifurniii Ann 
tjlnhul WaTuiinji Mmyjiiuii 
UPEUCII. Ufi/|!i07 

ejOe 
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(2) Genera l Resources 

The following web sites and organisations provide general information aboul mitigating global 
warming impacts al Ihe local level. These sites represent only a small fraclion of the available 
tcsourccs. Local a(icnci«s are eucomaged, la conducl llwtK own reseaich in unlet I« ahtain \Uc 
mosl current and relevanl malerials. 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors' Climale Aclion llandbcok contains valuable 
informalion for Ihe many local agencies that are joining the fight against global warming. 
The Handbook is nvailable al the Cily ofSealllc 's Climale Aclion Plan websile: 
liilp://www.ciivoP,e aiile.nct/climate/docs/CliiiialeAclionHandhook.pdf. 

Local Oovemmenis for Sustainability, a program of Intetnalional Cities for Local 
V.nvimnmenlal Inilialives (1CLKI), has initialed a campaign called Cilies for Climale 
Protection (CCP). The membership program is designed 10 empower local governments 
worldwide io lake aclion on climate change. Many California cities have joined ICLKI. 
More information is available al Ihe organizalion's website: htlp:tfwww.icii:i.orc/. 

(3) N o l s 

I. fo r a discussion of lhe use of LED traffic lights, see Ihe Cily of Berkeley's Resoutce 
Conservalion and Global Warming Abalemenl Plan at 
hup://www.baaomri.gov/Dln/GlobalWarmirg/BcikclcyClimaieAclioiiPlan pdI. 

1. See www.nrh,ca.,nov/dicscl/vfrdcvAcrdcv.hlin and 
www. cpa. uov/i s rk I IpA Remission 03O7.pdf. 

1, There are a number o l car sharing programs operaling in California, including City 
CarShare htlp:/Avww.cilvcaisdare.urp/. 7.ip Car blip //www.,:ipcai.com/ and Flexcar 
ht 1 p: //ww w. 11 cs car, c oin/. 

-I. Scclhc<: i ly of Santa Monica's Green Uuilding Prngram al 
hit p.//www, [{re crib u i idiiiHS sanla-monica Dig/1ranspurl3liQn/paikini:i:har[iine.lllnil. 

5, San Francisco's "Iransi l Firsl" Policy is lisied in its Climale Aclion Plan, available al 
hilp://www.sfenvirnnniciit.com/aboulus/cncr^v/can Nlm. 

(i, San Ftaocisco assesses a Downtown I ranspytindon Einpsei Fee on new office 
conslnielion and commercial office space tenovalion wiihin a designated dislrici. The 
fee is discusscil in the City 's Climale Action plan. Sec Ntrte 5. 

7. See Marin County 's Sale Routes lo Schools program al 
h II p: //ww w. sa lemi 11 csl oschools. QUI/. 

DIFkc oflhtf Call lamia Allomey Ccncral 
Tplnh l̂ WotmmB MiliEntion MPMUTCS 
lipdaled: OWIS.W 
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8. The U.S. Conference of Mayors ' Climate Action Handbook, cited above, lisis eilueaiiim 
and outreach as key componenls lo taking action against global warming. 

9, Leadership in Energy and Envitonmental Design (LEED) administers a Gteen Building 
Ratings ptogtam thai provides benchmarks Eor ihe design, conslruclion, and operalion of 
high-perfonnance green buildings. More informalion ahoul the LEED ratings system is 
available al hllp://www.usi!bc.or(l.'fJisnlavPagc.a5px?Cnlecoi-v(D=l9. 

III. 'I he City of Santa Monica has instinned a Green Huilding Progtam. See 
htln/AvwwEreenbliiklinES.sama-inonica-ori:/. 

11. Energy Star is a joinl ptogram of lhe U.S. I Enviionmenta I Proleclion Agency and the U.S. 
Department of Energy Ihat certifies enetgy elficient ptoducls and ptovides guidelines lot 
energy clTicienl piaclices fot homes and husincBses, Mine informalion aboul Enetgy SUr 
certified products is available at hHn:/Avw'W.eneiEVst3i.|;nv/. 

12. As desctibed in ils Climale Aclion Plan, ihe Cily of San l-'iancisco uses a combinafion of 
incentives and lechnic.il assisiance lo reduce lighling energy use in small businesses such 
as grocery slores, small relaii outlets, and restaurants. 'Ibe program offers ftcc Cnctgy 
audils and cootdiualed lighting leltofit installation. In addition, the City offets lesidenls 
Ihe oppoitunily lo lum in Ihcit incandescent lamps foi coupons lo buy lluoresceni units. 
Sec Note 5. 

13. The City of Berkeley's Resource Cnnservalion and Global Warming Abalement Plan 
includes informalion al>ouI slralegies for promoiing Ihi! usc oj low flush luilcls and 
shower heads. See Noic 1. 

14. Al Ihe dircclioo of l.lovcmot Schwar/cneggei. Ihe Cnlilbrnia Public Utilities Commission 
(( PI IC) approved ihe California Solar initiative on January 12, 2()(i(i. Ihe iniiialivc 
crcales a S3 3 billion, len-ycar program lo inshill snldr panels on one million roofs in ihe 
Slate. Si-'e liitfW'v.ww.EOSoiaicalifotliia.ca.Eov/nshp/iiidex.hniil. 

I 5. In Maich 3007, ihe League of California Cities (I,OCX") (. limale Change Working Group 
drafted proposed Climate Change Policies and filddiog Principles lot the League. 'Die 
drafl principles (March 30, 20071 can lie found on the ; (JCC website al 
hlipJWw.cacil ics.Qig/icsoiiLee - l i lc .s/25656.E()%2llhi sh3-07%?Q«EVISi:D.pdf 

16. Ihe Cily of Berkeley has endorsed Ihis strategy in ils Resouicc Conservation and Global 
Waitning; Abalemenl Plan. See Nole I. 

17. Samples of local legislation lo reduce sptawI ai 

Mayors* Climale Aclion Handbook, ciled abov 

cl forlh in Ihe U.S. Conference ol 

UllircDt tk-Calilnmiii Attonuy ( 
Global Wanning Vtnigaii™ MCJW 
Updated W/IS/07 
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18. T h e U.S-Conference of Mayors ciles Sacramenlo's Transil Village Redevelopmenl as a 
model oflransil-orienled developmenl. More information about this projecl is available 
at hup://www,cilvofsacramcnln.iii'E/nlanninfl/nioiccts/65Hi-strcel-village/. 

15 See Lawrence Derke ley National l .aboialory's"Cool Roofing MalemIs Database" 
piepated by ihe Laboratory's Ileal Island Projecl al hllp://celd.lhl,ijov/coolioof/and U.S 
EPA's Heat island sile ai wTvw.ena.iiov/hcaLisland/. 

30. Palo Allo 's Green Ribbon Task Force Reporl on Climale Proleclion recommends 
pedestrian streets under ils proposed aclions. See 
hnp://www.ciiv.palo-alio.ca.us/>;rcenribhon/indcx.hlml. 

1 1 . S'an Diego's Metropoliian Wastewater Depattmcnl in slalled eighl "diecsters" a tone ofi ls 
wastewater Ireatmenl plants. Digesters usc heal and baclctia lo break down Ihe organic 
solids removed from Ihe wastewater lo creale methane. See 
h no ://www .sandtcgo.pov/mwwj/fncililies/plloina.shlml, 

OllicL-olthcCahfomia 
lilohll WniniwL- MHPf'i 
UpclHini; m n i i i n 
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15.1 

iRfLN aLIILUI^Ii CHUNOli.'-." 

September 10,2007 

Martha Blfike 
Senloi Planner 
City of San Diego Deveiopmeni Services Departmenl 
U22 Fust Avenue. MSS01 
San Diego. CA 92101 

RE: Westlield UTC - Projecl Number 2214 

Dear Ms. 8lake: 

The San Diego Chapter ol lha U.S Green Buildiog Council appreciales the oppotlunity lo 
provide inpul on wbal we believe can be a model projecl (or Ihe San Diego region and (or 
shopping center tfevelopment throughoot Ihe coonlry, 

WeslfieW has committed themselves lo seeking LEED cerlircati'on on the bevelopmenl 
and construction o( Ihe shopping center. LEED certihcalion is Ibe nationally accepied 
benchmark for Ihe design, conslruolron, and operation of high performance green 
buildings. LEED gives building owners and operalors Ihe tools they need to have an 
immediale and measurable impact on their builflirgs' pBrlormance. LEED promoles a 
whole-building approach lo sustainability by recognizing perlomance in live key areas of 
human and environmental heallh: sustainable she development, waler savings, energy 
efliciency. malerials aeleclion. and indoor environmental quality. 

Weslfield has been accepied as a pilol proiecl lor the newly developed LEED lor 
Neighborhood Development |ND) program. The LEED1, lor Neighborhood Developmenl 
Ratiog Sy&tem inlegrales the principles of smart growth, now orbanism, and gieen 
building inlo the first nalional slaodard for neiahborhood design. LEED cerlificaiion 
provides independenl, Ihird-parly vedlicalion that a developmeot's localion and design 
meel accepted high slanOards for environmentally responsible, sustainable, 
developmenl. We believe that toe LEEO-ND program will be a model for the 
development ol sustainable neighbornoods. Westfield UTC's localion io an urban node 
of the City, wilh coocenlraled business and residential development all served by an on-
sile ttansll center, make il a natural for Ibe LEED-ND program. 

Wesllield Corporation has committed iiself lo a high slandard in environmenlal design 
and wa suppon their effort to move loward mote sustainable development by using the 
LEED tor Neighborhood DevelopmenHND] program. Weuoderstand that Ihe Cily of San 
Diego has also sel goals lo reduce greenhouse gas emissions and make San Diego a 
si and-oul in the sustainable developmenl field. The Westfield UTC proiecl will be an 
excellent beginning to fulfill the City's goals fot this lype of smart growlh. 

The U.S. Green Building Couocil - San Diego Chapler supports Ihe projecl anO looks 
forward lo welcoming Westfietd-UTC inlo Ihe ranks ol LEED certified projecls 

Stephen L.'Kapp, GEM. CDtflfl, LEED-AP 
Presidem 
U S. Green Building Council - San Diego Chaplei 

15.1 Comment noted. No issues regarding the adequacy ofthc HIR arc identified. 
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16.1 

August 13, 2007 

Martha Blake 
Senior Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services 
1222 First Ave,, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

The Vista La Jolla Homeowners Association would like to take this 
opportunity to register our strong opposition to the proposed 
Westfield UTC expansion program. 

The impact of increased traffic congestion, air quality, noise, 
variance from height restrictions and impact on city services is noted 
with concern. 

Additionally, the proposed expansion will have a direct impact on the 
quality of life of the Vista La Jolla homeowners as our development of 
single family homes directly adjoins the southern boundary of the 
existing center. 

Your continued attention to the serious impact ofthis proposed 
expansion is requested. 

Sincerely, 

W C / 
\f\yk President, VLJ HOA 

16.! The commenter's opposition to the proposed projecc is noted. Potential impacts related to 

transportation/circulation, air quality, noise, aesthetics/visual quality, and public utilities are 

discussed in Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.7 and G.3.7 ofthe BIR. 
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17.1 

F r o m : Mal l Ashby [ashby m ^ l a ^ o n . com j 
Sent: Wednesday. Oclober 10.2007 9:46 A M 
T o : DSDKAS'Sisaiidicgo.gov 
Subject : Projecl Number 2214 
Greetings, 

I recently heard about plans lo expand the Weslfield malt and I would like to convey my slrong opposilion to such a 
project. As if Ihe area is nol congested enough as it is, you are considering a plan ID add mote developmenl and 
decreasa the already embarrassingly small emounl of open space that remains. This plan makes no sense whatsoever 
and should be thrown in the Imsh where it belongs. 

Sincerely, 

Man Ashby 

17.1. Comment: noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy ofthe HIR is identified, no further 
response can be made. 
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18.1 

From: Luciana Asliz f(asti/,@ucsd,cduj 
Sent; Wednesday. Oclober 10, 2007 IO:23AM 
To : DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov 
Cc: info@rosecanyon.org 
Subject: Project Number 2214 
Dear Council Members, 

1 really do not understand why UTC should be expanded. II is a very nice open mall that 
serves well our community as is. No major modifications should be needed. Westfield is 
already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a community plan 
amendment that would give it a huge increase in whal it is entitled to develop on the same 
land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the value of 
Westfield's property by giving Ihem all these new development rights. The DEIR fails to 
describe what exactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe exactly what will be built. 

I am sure you will consider this issue seriously and will take into consideration fhe input of the 
community. 

Sincerely, 
Luciana Astiz (UC resident for 13 years) 

18.1 According to Section 210021.1(a). the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects on 

the environment, identify alternatives, ant! to indicate how signilicanc effects can be mitigated 

or avoided. CEQA does not require "justification" fur the applicant's proposal. Please refer 

to response CO comment 9.3 for a discussion of che level of detail required for che project 

description. 

RTC-212 

mailto:DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov
mailto:info@rosecanyon.org


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

19.1 

From: BerneLsky Denies (dbernetskySsandi.neLl 
Sent: Wednesday, SepHembei 19, 200'' 10:09 PM 
TD: DSOEAsesandiego.gov 
Cc; scott-petersPsandvego.gou 
Subject: UTC Bevitaliziicion Project 

I am opposed to the 250 Miilti-family dwelling units, 750 dwell i 
units, and 2b0 hotel tooms that Westfield Corp wanta to build in c 
UTC area. t would like to see the cicy place a 10 year nnjlci-tami 
duelling building moratorium so no more multi family units can be bui 
in UTC. There is no more buildaDle space in the UTC Corammity and I 
appalled that tliey are crying Co stack these Multi-family units in 
the sky. There is already coo much traffic in the aces and buildi 
mote multi-family unics will only gridlock che area during all liours 
day. Please thin* of Mow this will impact the fututs instead 
letting che "almighty dollar" and '•qieed" take the best of yoiJ and a 
communicy. I am a home owner in che UTC area and I am not paying tax 
in chis atea so they can ouetbuild it and create more traffic so 
takes me 30 minutes to d r i v e down Governor Drive and Genesee, 
believe cheie are other areas where you can build. 

Denice A. Becnecaky 
5811 Tulane Street 
San Diego, CA 93122 
dbernetskySsandi-nee 

19.1 The commenter's opposition to the projecc is noced. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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From: eybiscluilt'Wanl.coni 
Sent: Wednesday/(Jcuiber 10,2007 12:30 AM 
To; USnEASfiisandiego.guv 
Cc; inf(i(S!rosecanyoii.uig 
Subject: Wesllield f:\paiision 

TOiDSDRAS 

20.1 

I am a twenty year resident ot" 11(2. and 

I am opposed lo Weslfield's proposed high rise planning. 

As a retired architect having served Ihe County of San Diego for over twenty years and familiar with high rise 
construction in downtown San Diego, and I am atarmed at the proposal for 35 story fiigh rise buildings 

in University City, a class of buildings totally out of character with the prevailing residential and business use 
development, I don't believe there are any 35 story, 300 foot high rise residential towers in downtown San 

Diego, and this is only University City. Three hundred toot high towers in UTC would took like while 
elephants and a mistake. 

Rather, please propose softer developmenl fitting in with current community planning. 

20.1 The commenter's opposicion to che project is noted. Refer to response to commenr 9.106 
from the University Communicy Planning Group for a discussion of building heights. 
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21.1 

21.2 

From; K im B [kiml«i i ivarl(a hotmaii-aim] 
Scat: Wednesday. October 10, 2007 13:51 PM 
To: dsdcasCO'sandlcgn.gnv 
Subject: Wesificid EHpansion 

To whorn it may concern. 

"1 use Ruse Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nauire walks. The Drafi EIR 
assumes ihe proposed Regenls Road bridge projctt would be built, whuh would relieve rrafiic 
generated by (he Westfield mega enpimsinn. This would ruin the mntt «cnic and peaceful area nf 
Riisc Canyon Park, used by sthool groups, stouts, and individuals. Huw wil l the Weslfield mega 
sxpiiiision mitigaie for this? Given that the projctt will ad j up ca 750 units of bousing, how will the 
projecr meet the increased need for parks when there is no land available for new parks and our 
communicy already has far fewer parks lhan city standards? How will the project meet the need for 
• inerased recreational and library facililies for these new rrsklents? And whai will be (he impacts on 
parks and libraries of these new residents in combination with all the new residents in all the other 
residential projects iicing built?" 

Thank you for your attention, 

Kim Bolwit , 

21.1 

21.2 

As discussed in response to comment 9.50 from the University Community Planning 
Group, the proposed Master I'DP would not trigger rhe need for the Regents Road Bridge, 
Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment 9.60, impacts and mitigation resulting 
from construction ofthe Regents Road Bridge were analyzed in the UCNSTC EIR. 

Please refer to response to comment 9-87 from the University Community Planning Group 
for a discussion regarding parks. The project applicant would be required co pay FBA fees, 
which is a funding mechanism for the North University City Public Facilities and Financing 
Plan, which includes enhancement to local libraries. Therefore, no significant library is 
identified. Also refer to response to comment 7.3 from SANDAG for further discussion 
regarding che FBA. 
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22.1 

22.2 

22.3 

22.4 

From; r b [ddlovcrddlover@yalioo,coni| 
Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 10, 2007 4:13 PM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc; info@rosccanyoti.org 
Subjccl: Project Number 2214 
I wish to commenl upon the Draft Environmenlal Impact Report (DEIR) on the Westfield UTC 
expansion. 

1 live very close to ihe UTC - within walking distance. I often walk, drive, and shop in the area, visiting 
UTC in Ihe process. 

1. To me, Ihe magnitude ofthe expansion is very large. The area is already subject to considerable 
congestion. The DEIR would allow a vast expansion wiihout limils. The expansion should be limiled to 
a defined, quantified extent thai is clearly staled and described. This is required hy California 
environmenlal law. 

2. The DEIR siales thai freeway ramps will become more congested. What is the jusliflcation for 
allowing ihis addilional congesiion, before ihe exisiing eongestion is alleviated? 

3. In addition, the DEIR assumes ihat ihe proposed Regenls Road bridge projecl would be built. This is 
unjustified. There is considerable ongoing opposilion to ihis bridge in the community. 1 finnly believe 
lhal Ihe bridge will never be buill. Adjustment to accommodale this slrong likelihood is required in the 
report. 

4. Currently the somewhal open area around UTC is encompassed by lawns and slopes that block many 
views oflhe parking lots and malls. These lend themselves lo a park-like appearance. 

It would be unlikely ihat ihis appearance would he unaltered should this expansion be allowed. There 
is already a deficil of parkland in tbis area. The new residents ofthis and surrounding buildings will add 
lo this deficiency. Considerable allemion should be paid lo this issue in ihe DEIR. 

Robert W. Byrnes 
4018 Nobel Drive #305 
San Diego. CA 92122 
(858)623-9756 

22.1 Please refer to response to coiTiment 9-3 from the University C o m m u n i t y Planning Group for 

a discussion o f thc level of detail required for the projecc descripcion. 

22.2 

22.3 

22.4 

Please refer to response to comment 9-93 from the University Communi ty Planning Group 

regarding the a m o u n t of traffic associated with the proposed pruject. 

As discussed in response to comment 9-5(' from the University Communi ty Planning Group , 

the proposed Master P D P would not trigger the need for the Regents Road Bridge. 

Please refer to response to comment 9-87 from the University Communi ty Planning Group 

for a discussion regarding parks. 
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23.1 

From: David Chail ldavidchail2@yahoo.com] 
Senl; Tuesday, October 09, 2007 10:37 PM 
Tu: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Subjeci: Weslfield expanlion 
Can you please help control the growth in OUR community. We like il the way il is We do nol want 
Weslfield Io gel even bigger, 

David Chail, 

Resident of UTC 

23.1 The commenter ' s opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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24.1 

24,2 

24.3 

24,4 

24.5 

Ann M. Collins 
5586-2 Renaissance Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122-5669 

(858) 450-4477 
am,collins@worldnel.atl.net 

August: 21, 3007 

Ms, Martha Blake. Senior Planner 
City of S.'in Di?go Development S e r v i c e r , Center 
1222 FiraC Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

I am wr i t ing to you tibout the proposed expansion to the UTC 
raall in North Univers i ty Ci ty . 1 have lived j u s t down the 
s t r e e t from Sears , in the Renaissance communicy, £or 10 
yraars now. I am appalled a t what westf ie ld America has in 
mind for che shoppiny cencer . 

To add more housing in an area Chat i s already so densely 
populated and wi l l only get worse with the addi t ion of a l l 
the units--many s t i l l under c.-onytruotion tha t weren' t in the 
o r i g i n a l permlL-- to the southwest of the La J o l l a Vil lage 
Drive/I-B05 intetchiinge (where the e c o - t e r r o r i s t £ i ie 
occurred] i s c raay . 

In tha llnion-Tribtme a r t i c l e I read about West f ie ld ' s p lans , 
I have to wonder where the compan/ plans to Find che space 
to add add i t i ona l liines l.n La J o l l a Village Drive and to 
widen the ramps to and froi;i I -305, There is c e r t a i n l y no 
space to be Found a t the i n t e r s e c t i o n of La Jo l l a Vil lage 
Drive anrt Towne Centre Drive, where there are l e f t - curn 
lanes involved. And Co widen the ramps to 1-805 makss no 
sense to me since tha t highway in thai; exact area i s a 
t r a f f i c nightmare for severa l hcuts every weekday 
sf t^rnoon/evei l ing. Adding more t r a f f i c to an a l ready 
impossible bo t t l eneck would be h o r r i b l e . 1 have to wonder 
what Westfield i s th inking . Perhaps they plan Co pay to 
widen the highway ic^elf . 

All of t h i s makes mc chink bafk co che Airport Author i ty ' s 
b i g p l ans t o make the Miramar Air S ta t ion 3an Diego's 
commercial a i r p o r t . I p red ic t chat che same sor t of c r a f f i c 
problems t h a t would have r e su l t ed i£ an inCernacional 
a i r p o r t was put there wi l l r e s u l t if che Hastf ie ld pro jec t 
goes ahead. 

'The o the r day, I received in che mail West f ie ld ' s brochure, 
"Imanine che New UTC; A Rev i t a l i z a t i on of WesCfield UTC." IC 
t r u l y reads l i ke picpaganda, e spec ia l ly when you not ice the 
f ine p r i n t on ths: back cover. "Tins brochure i s i l l u s t r a t i v e 
only and dous not i.-onHt i t u t c any warranty or represer i ta t ion 

24.1 

24.2 

24.3 

The commenter's opposition co the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can lie made. 

As discussed on page 5.3-4y ofthe EIR, the Civil Engineer has prepared a feasibility study 

on all proposed transportation/circulation micigation measures. The Feasibility Report is 

incJuded as Appendix U to the TIS (sec EIR Appendix B). 

Commenr noced. Please refer to the TIS and Section 5.3 of the EIR for a discussion of 

transportation/circulation impacts. 

24.4 

24,5 

Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 

Comment noted. 
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24.5 
cont. 

24.6 

24.7 

24.8 

24.9 

as to Che proposed design, make-up, size, scylc, layout or 
appearance of Westfield UTC. Wi? reserve che right, at our 
sole discrecion, Lo vary the plans for che center at any 
time." I have little confidence in Westfield to do the righC 
thing for the community or to even design what would be a 
good-looking project. When they took Over the UTC mall, I 
immediately noticed a cheapening in the look of the mall. 
Cares and oCher unattached retail structures were added 
wherever Westfield could find che sp^ce for chem. Shopping 
there reminds me of going to Che yan Qiego County Fair, I do 
not. consider chis a quality shopping experience. WestEield'a 
brochure Calks about "Spacious outdoor plazas and 
courtyards" and "Invicimj oucdoot plazas." T have my doubCs 
about that happening. Those plazas could easily get filled 

.up with more carts. 

The brochure also talks about whyt Wescfield is calling 
"Torrey Trail," which is the greenbelt that starts at Towne 
Centre D i i v n and goes up to UTC, just below the ice rink. 
The brochure mentions "Scenic trails" and "Quiet walkways 
connecting wich Palm Plaza." Note che use of tha plural. I'm 
sorry, hue chore are housing projects on both sides of chac 
greenbelt, and the greenbeiC narrows as Che current cement 
path gets closer to the mall. Where do they plan to put 
_these trails and walkways? 

If you have reviewed the brochure, you may have noticed Chac 
there is no mencion of parking scructures being added. In 
fact, one Inear che ice rlnkl is to be eliminated in order 
to put up "Kodern loft spaces with courCyards" and 
"Comfortable homes for young families." The only mention of 
parking is in what they are calling "Nobel Heights: Modern 
residences wich separate parking." I should hope there would 
be separate parking. Aren't all new houses, condos. and 
apartments in San Diego required to provide a certain number 
of parking spaces as well as visitor parking? 

The parking situation is alrp.ady s pvoblem nt Chvistmastime, 
and next Christmas ic wi]1 be worse because of the addition 
of the new Crate & Barrel building at the northeast corner 
of the mall property, which was built in what was formerly 
part of the parking 1oc near Sears. Perhaps Hescfield hopes 
everyone will leave their cars at horns and take che proposed 
trolley. Somehow, I don't think that'a going to happen. UTC 
mall receives cusComers who. in my observation, are middle 
co upper class, many of them families shopping togecher or 
moms with young children in strol le rr-, I really don't see 
that Kind of customer arriving and t-aviiig by trolley, 
especially when laden down with bags of merchandise. 

Returning to che housing planned for che east side of the 
raall, I have Co wonder about Che impact those residents •will 
have on Towne Centre Drive, which just became a divided road 
with a median in it, (Jetting in and out of the mall, 
specifically turning lefc onto Towne Centre Drive, can be 

24,6 A discussion of Torrey Trail is included on page 3-11 of the EIR. Any park improvements 

constructed in the Torrey Trail area would be developed with input from the community and 
would take into account the adjacent residential housing. 

24.7 Parking is discussed on pages 3-13 and 3-14 ofthc EIR, and is also discussed as Issue 3 in 
Section 5.3. As no issue regarding the adequacy ofthc EIR is identified, no further response 
can be made. 

24.8 Parking is discussed on pages 3-13 and 3-14 ofthc EIR, and is also discussed as Issue 3 in 
Section 5.5- As discussed on page 5-3-72, impacts to the parking supply would be considered 
significanr and mitigated to below a level of significance through the expansion of the existing 
off-sit employee program during the month of December and incorporation of a monitoring 
program to ensure parking needs for the expanded center would be met. 

24.9 The EIR. has acknowledged potential impacts to Towne Centre Drive, and included Mitigation 

Measure MM 5-3-5, MM 5.3-7 and MM 5.3-8 to mitigate the impacts. 
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24.9 
cont. 

24.10 

problematic due to the traffic. There are no signals, and 
adding any between Golden liaven and I ,a Jolla Village Drive 
would slow traffic on that street even more. On weekends, 
when there is less traffic, 1 often ride my bike on Towne 
Cencre Drive, and when I ride south from La Jolla Village 
Drive, I always worry that one of Che cars waiting in line 
to exit the mall will run me over in their quest to get on 
the road, I call it "Beat che lUcyclial." because when that 
lull in car traffic arrives, the wciil.ing driver doesn't want 

_to wait Eor the cyclist co go by. 

I'm sorry this letter is so long, buc I hope you will cake 
inCo consideracion che issues I have raised. Please do not 
allow Westfield Co go ahead with their grandiose plans. Do 
not allow them co add hoCela, housing, and office space. 
Host especially, do not allow chem to build over the current 
legal height Ijmlc 160 feetl for that area. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

^ C('L:... 
Ann M. Collins 

24,10 The commenter's opposilion to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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From; jcostel 1 @san.rr.coiii 
Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 10, 2007 7:40 AM 
To: DSDI:AS@sandiego,gov 
Subject: Project Number 2214 
Project Number 2214 

"The Draft EIR slates that the projecl would add almost 18,000 new vehicle Irips a day and would 
•je i funher clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification for buiiding a project that is so 

dependent on auto traffic? The projecl should provide solulions lo substantially reduce ihe traffic it 
generates. The DEIR slates thai freeway ramps will gel worse. What is the juslificalion for adding more 
traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? 

The project would allow Weslfield to decide over lime to build whatever combination of projects if 
9 ^ 2 wants: a vastly expanded mall in addition to up lo four residenlial. office and hotel towers up to 35 

stories tail. This vague '"blank check" approach in an EIR violates California environmenlal law. San 
Diego may nol have the water for more residents. 

Regards 

John Coslelto 

6243 Buisson st. 

UC resident and Voter 

lilc./U*l'ROi; CIS.'I i.iini'VWXYi'JUtl-W.'l iiiall.llll-iK.'LarnnKnC'UIIJcllcnQ^LiiwIlnliniilin'lI'lDaT I I 01; 14 AM | 

25,1 Please refer to response to comment 9 .93 ftom the University Communi ty Planning G r o u p 

for a discussion of project traffic. 

25.2 Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from the University Communi ty Planning Group for 

a discussion of the level of detail required for the project description. Also rcfet to response 

to comment 9.26 from the University Communi ty Planning G r o u p for a discussion of water 

supply. 

RTC-221 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

26.1 

From: Elle Dang fellecJang@tiotmail,com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3:21 PM 
To: dscleas@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Project Number 2214 
The proposed Westfield community plan will not only remove the "community" from the UTC area, but 
condemn it to a new low of mega concrete and traffic 

The increased traffic (18,000 cars daily), constmction and noise levels will seriously affect the quality of 
life of those who live in the area (35 foot tmildings, 750 new units of living space), 

Thank you, 
L.Dang 
UC resident 

26.1 Comment noted. Various aspects which help define quahty oflifc including air quality, noise, 

transportation/circulation and aesthetics/visual quality arc discussed in the EIR. 
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27.1 

Frnm; LaRu DcKotk (l.ilckotk&san.rr.f-om] 
Sent: Wednesday. Oeiolicr 10, 21107 10:1 J AM 
To: DSDEAS[5siindic)?().B"v 
Subject: Projett 2214 

Mayor and Council: 

This is craiincss. Since moving here five years a^o, I have developed ^veepy eyca. My doct<ir says i['s 
panku la ics from all (he extra car exhausts. This UTC cspansion, plus the 4 towers, the bri.lBC and 
the widening of Gcncfscc will bring thousands of more o i s intu whal I thought was gtiing to lie a 
neat place to live. Then there's the traffic and ntiise. It's worse and worse. What was suppmed tn he 
a happy rciitement In Renaissance is turning into the fall of itiitiic. 

All my life I heard "It will lie good for thr economy", and I swallowed rhat, himh, line, and sinker. 
Bul, now, at 76, I am beginning to *ake up and smell ihe coffee. Westfield may lie pood fot the 
economy, but it will play havoc with the quality nf life of all who live in north (Inivcrsity City. Nnt 
fair. W h o needs a second urban node in I Inivcrsity City? Only the ptolkccts. 

LaRu DeKock 

27.1 As discussed in Section 'yA, no localized CO hotspot impacts would occur, therefore no 
potential health related impacts would occur. As discussed in Section 5.3, the EIR has 
acknowledged potential impacts to transportation/circulation. As discussed in Section 6.3.7, 
no significant impacts associated with long-term noise arc anticipated. 
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From; rila deleo [njoylaxmiiiiv@yiilioo.com] 
Stat: Wednesday. Oclober 10, 2007 2:3 I PM 
To: (lsdeas@saiidicgo.gov 
Cc: liifb@rosecimyon,org 
Subject: Projeci Number 2214/Gross Ovcr-developmen! 

To whom it may concern. 

The Draft EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle tr ips a 
day and would Further clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the 
justif ication for building a project that is so dependent on auto traffic? The project 
should provide solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The DEIR 

2 8 . 1 states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justif ication for adding more 
traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? What will be the full impact 
of adding years of construction traffic, especially in combination with other major 
construction projects such as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the 
street? Specifically, what will the November-December holiday traffic conditions 

_be? 
I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature 
walks. The Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be 
built, which would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This 
would ruin the most scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school 

2 8 2 groups, scouts, and individuals. How will the Westfield mega expansion mit igate 
for this? Given that the project will add up to 750 units of housing, how will the 
project meet the increased need for parks when there is no land available for new 
parks and our communi ty already has far fewer parks than city standards? How 
will the project meet the need for increased recreational and library facilities for 
these new residents? And what will be the impacts on parks and libraries of these 
new residents in combination with all the new residents in all the other residential 

_ projects being built? 
Instead of thinking about revenue, think about families and the type 
of neighborhoods we would all l ike to live in . Less crowded, quiet, safe, green. 

2 8 . 3 Think about COMMUNITY. And, please don't waste our money, 
This is not a development of land that is available, this is a gross over
development of land that is already used to its maximum capacity. 

_Aga in , please do what's RIGHT for the community. 
Sincerely, 
Laxmi DeLeo 

28.1 

28,2 

Please refer to response to comment 9-93 from the University Community Planning Group 

fot a discussion of project traffic. Cnmuiative traffic is discussed in Sections 5,3 and 7.2.2. 

I'ieasc refer to response to comment 9,66 from the University Community Planning Group 

for a discussion of cumulative impacts with the Monte Vcrdc project. Please refer to response 

to comment 9.5 1 from the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of holiday 

traffic. 

Please refer to responses to comments 21.1 and 2i.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding Regents 

Road Bridge and funding of community facilities. 

28.3 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the KIR is identified, no further 

tesponse can be made, 
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29.1 

From: Judith dolan [dotanl950@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3:16 PM 
To: dsdeas@sancliego.gov 
Subject: UTC Hall Expansion 
I think the expansion is excessive. The area is already very crowded. 

Judith Dolan 
4539 Governor Dr. 
S.D., CA 921222 

29.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

(he EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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30.1 

30.2 

From: Jack rortnan (jackforman'H)5begiohal,iK.-i| 
Senl: Tiiestfuy. October 09, 2007 11:36 PM 
To: DSDEAS^saraliego.gov 
Cc: intu@nisecanyon.arg. 
Subjeci: Project #2214 - Wesllield Expansion ofUTC 

As ii resident of Univcrsily Cily, 1 Mm sliongly opposed In the expansion program proposed Tor UTC 

Tiie current draft of lhe F.IK lails In specify what will be built :it IiTC. except to nole lhal i l includes 
lowers up lo 35 stories high and 750 units of additional housing. University Cily is already densely 
populated, and very little undeveloped land is left in UC. The inrrastruclure of the contmimilv will nol 
support addilional populalion living in and traveling Ihrough Ihe community. Unforlunatcly, Draft KIR 
for Ihe proposed expansion pruject simply assumes Ihat Ihe Regenls Road Bridge will Lie built and lhal 
Cenesee AstnucHi l l be widened. That is nol al all certain, given the widespread lueal and regional 
opposition In boll) proposed traffic projects. And, i l is also far from certain ihat Ihe bridge and Ihe 
expansiun of (ienesee Ave, will alleviate traffic problems during rush hour. 

I am also opposed lo the UTC expansion liecmise i l will negatively impacl Ihe comtnunily'x aeMhclic 
beauty. It n i l l also probably increase (he noise pollution in Ihe UTC area, anil according lo Ihe drafl EIK, 
it will add significant arnounls of pollulion lo i l iea i r The only people ntio will profit from this 
misbegollen expansion uf L TC 

_ Slop I lm proposed project Ihat endangers llie UC comm unity before i l gels starlei). 

Vole NO on Project "2214 at Ihe Council meeting on Wednesday, Oclober 10, 2007, 

.lack Forman 
•1165 I'onedeJ'almas #195 
San Diego. CA 92122 
iiickforniiinii^shcglobal.ncl 

Community Character 
Sample comment: Westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property, it is 
proposing a community plan amendment that would give It a huge Increase in what It Is entitled to 
develop on the same land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase 
the value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails 
to describe what exactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe e«actly what will tie built. 

30.1 

30.2 

The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 
from the University Community Planning Group for a discussion ofthc level of detail required 
for the project description. Please refer to response to comment 9.60 from the University 
Community Planning Group for ;i discussion of Regents Road Bridge. As discussed in Section 
6.3-7, no significant impacts associated with long-term noise arc anticipated. As discussed 
in Section 5.4, no localized CO hotspot impacts would occor, therefore no potential health 
related impacts would occur. 

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Asliz, CEQA does not require 

"justification" for the project. Please refer to response to comment 9.3 ftom the University 
Communicy Planning Group for a disaission of the level of detail required for the project 

description. 
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30.3 

30.4 

30.5 

30.6 

30.7 

Recreation 
Sample comment: "I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature 
walks. The Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be built, which 
would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This would ruin the most scenic 
and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts, and individuals. How will 
the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will add up to 750 units of 
housing, how will the project meet the increased need for parks when there is no land available 
for new parks and our community already has far fewer parks than city standards? How will the 
project meet the need for increased recreational and library facilities for these new residents? And 
what will be the impacts on parks and libraries ofthese new residents in combination with all the 
new residents In all the other residential projects being built?" 

Views/aesthetics 
Sample comment: "The Draft EIR vaguely states it will overcome the visual impact of having 
new 35 story buildings adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The DEIR should 
explain how this will be done. The addition of huge new buildings and increased density will 
change the character of the community. The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial 
to the community." 

Nojse 
Sample comment: What will be the noise impacts of atl that increased traffic and all that 
construction on residents throughout the area? What will the noise impacts of the traffic and 
operations of all these buildings on neighboring residents? 

Air Pollution 
Sample comment : The DEIR states the project will increase air pollution. What justification is 
there for a project that increases air pollution? The DEIR should identify specific substantial 
measures to reduce air pollution. 

The Westf ield UTC Draft EIR; Key Facts 
1. Would add almost 18,000 new traffic trips every day and further clog the freeway ramps, 
2. Assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be built. It would vastly increase traffic 
and drive the need for both the proposed Regents Road bridge project and the widening of Genesee 
Avenue between Nobel and the 52. 
3. Would increase air pollution. 
4. Would add up to 750 units of new housing with no new parks or libraries, 
5. Would send all of Its storm water and runoff into Rose Canyon, and from there to Mission Bay. 
6. Would allow Westfield to decide over time to build whatever combination of projects it wants: a 
vastly expanded mall in addition to up to four residential, office and hotel towers up to 35 stories tall. 
This vague "blank check" approach in an EiR violates California environmental law. 

30.3 Please refer to response to comment 9.60 for a discussion of Regents Road Bridge. Please refer 
to response to comment 21.2 for a discussion of parks and libraries. 

30.4 Please refer to response to comment 9-106 from the University Community Planning Group 
for a discussion of building height. 

30.5 Significant short-term noise impacts arc discussed under issue 2 of Section 5.IP-
Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce short-term noise impacts to less than 
significant. As discussed in Section 6.3-7, no significant impacts associated with long-term 
noise are anticipated. Also refer to responses to comments 9-5 and 9-96 from the University 
Community Planning Group. 

30.6 Significant impacts to air quality are identified in Section 5.4, and mitigation measures 
are proposed. As discussed on page 5-4-28. Although the EIR stated there are no feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce NOx during construction to less than significanl, the applicant 
has accepted a new mitigation measure (MM5.4-7 in the Pinal EIR) that will mitigate 
construction-related NOx. Despite the reduction in short-term NOx emissions, this project 
would still have significant and unmitigable impacts, and candidate findings and overriding 
considerations will be presented to the Cicy Council. The puipose of this document is to 
disclose the significant impacts ofthe project so that the City Council can make an informed 
decision. The decision to approve, deny, or modify the project would be made by the San 
Diego City Council at a public hearing. 

30-7 Please refer to responses co comments 21.1, 21.52, 28.1 and 30.6. As discussed on EIR 
page 5-5-21, the project design would include a number of measures to reduce potential 
impacts, including implementation of BMPs telated to NPDES permit and current City 
Storm Water Standard/SUSUMP requirements. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from 
the University Community Planning Group for a discussion ofthe level of detail required for 
the project descripcion. 
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Augusl 13.2007 

Martha Hlake, Senior Pknner 
Cily of Sail t>iego ncvtlopmcnl SErvices Cenln 
l222Fiut Avenue MSSOI 
San Diego, CA 93101 

Rear Mv Ulakc, 

My family and I have livolin Univeisily City for more dian ill ytan. Mien wetitsl moviid here in 1*76. 
we cuinyed a small, clme knit communily where Iraffic vras never un issue. Through lire year?, mure and 
more people and business have came lo Ihis area. EaLh ycai, brnughl more imiriaiiBgeable traffic Today, it 
i) a 30 minute comimiie Horn tin U l C area ot La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Ave. to BOS mloour 
residenlial area ot University C'ty i l l ene i ee andGovcmw. (Please keep in mind thai Ihis is 
appTDximale^y 2-3 miles) Li is nenrly that long lo gel lo hjeeway 5. Once on Ihesc freeways. Ibines go from 
bad to unrse. IMe Iraltic silualion is horrefiJoiis already ami adding a tew extra la^es here and ihere simply 
vmn'l help. Won't ihe freeways need lo be widened lo aconunodale all Ihe exira cars that need logo 
elscwhere.7 Where does all ofUiisstopll! 

Is Ihere no limit lo the eipansion Ihat Universily Cily can amiraraodBle? Ptcase, consider Ihe qualily nf life 
lhal we who live in Ihis area deserve. UtC chopping cenler is large enough hilill Ihr needs o! Ihe people in 
this area. In December (and on the weekends} parking is very, very diHicuLl 10 find, as it is. 

I am almosl unnble to address die issue ot "35,000 square feet ot office suites, 230 hold rooms and 7 2S 
apaiunenll and condominiums". Where will all Ihese people paik and chive? How many more cars does 
Ihis translale inlo? Il Is tolally inconceivable tn mc dial anyone is even considering Ihis Please, take a 
drive in this area aroinid Kam and ipm. Try geltineon 805 gning Snulji. Try lindinga place lo part, at 
UlC, Checkoul Ihe patking lol on K0S and Swhen Iraffic passes through Ihe Gulden Triangle. Cars are 
often stopped alt ihe way back to Ihe "merge" in the evenings. This area can not handle any more ITBITK:. 
cats ar people. 

We, who lave Itrfs communily. plead wilh yuu lo discourage such an expansion. Tor ihe sake of our 
children, the envimnmenl and for [hose of us who have chosen to sMy in Ihis nice communily, please denv 
these busmessmen the pmlict (and thai is all Ihey wanl) lhal Ihey are seeking. 

31.1 As discussed in Section 5.3, the EIR has acknowledged significant impacts to transportation/ 

circulation. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further response 

can he made. 

J3f'— T T W L J ' 
Su^an Posler 
3190 Mercer Lane 
San Diego, CA 92122 
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32.1 

From; Phil Fowler [PTowlcr@TorrcyPinesBaiik.com 1 
Senl: Wednesday. Oclober 10,20079:17 AM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Westfield U'l'C proposed expansion 
Westf ie ld is a l ready bu i l i to the max imum allowed on its property. I t is proposing a 
communi ty plan amendmen t that would give it a huge Increase in wha t i t is ent i t led to 
develop on the same land. The DEIR should explain what just i f icat ion there is to vastly 
increase the value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new deveiopment r ights. 
The DEIR fails to describe what exactly Westfield will bui ld. The DEIR must describe exactly 
what will be bui l t . 

Thank you 

Phil Fowler 
University City resident 

D I S C L A I M E R : This e-mail and any accompanying documents contain privileged and confidential 
in formal ion intended only for Ihe sole use of Ihe recipient named in this e-mail. I f you are nol the 
intended recipient, you arc hereby notified thai any retention, dissemination or copying of this e-
mai l is s l r ic l ly prohib i ted. I f yon have received this e-mail in er ror , please conlacl Ihe sender and 
delete all copies of i l f rom your system. Please note that the sender accepts no responsibil i ty for 
viruses and it is your responsibil ity loscan Ihis e-mail and atluchmenls ( i f any). I f you received 
this as a solicilcd or unsolicited e-mail and would like to unsubscribe, please reply lo Ihe sender 
requesting to be removed. 

32.1 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 ftom Ms, Astiz, CEQA does not require 

"jusrification" for the project. Please rcfet to response to comment 9-3 from the University 
Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for the project 
description. 
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33.1 

From: Nancy Frederich [garynancy30@hotmail.com| 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10. 2007 3:25 PM 
To: DSDEAS@sa(idiego.gov 
Subjeci: Ulc Rxpansion 

Expanding and building high rises in Ihe UTC area is unwanted by the majorify of the UTC residents. 
The developers are Ihe ones who ate to gain from these projects. UTC residents do not welcome the 
increase in traffic and of course the Regents Road Bridge, that will surely go along with all of the 
building and incteased populalion. We already have a "DOWN TOWN" that is only ten minutes away 
and don't welcome another one!! I did not move here to be in the middle of a busy city envifonment. 
I moved to the University area lo raise my kids in a calm, safe environment. I can't help bul think that 
the developers with the power and money will end up winning this round. I only wish that fof once, 
common sense and family values would prevail. 

The Regents Road Bridge is another project not welcomed by this community. I have lived in this 
area my eniire life, disaster evacuation, traffic and medical response times are NONISSUES. The 
developers are again the ones lo gain from Ihis projecl. I cant help bul wonder whal is motivating the 
City Council and the Mayor to push this project through so quickly. It will be interesting to see who 
Scott Peter's will be working for when his term is up, I smell a RAT!!!! 

Nancy Frederich 
858-274-3480 

33-1 T h e commenter ' s opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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34.1 

34.2 

34.3 

34.4 

Dear Council Members, 

From: cgarland@eailhiink.net 
Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 10, 2007 10:58 AM 

To: DSDFAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc: SD City Council 

Subjeci: Projecl 2214 

I strongly oppose expansion ofthe Wesllield Shopping Town and adjaeenl building (ilans and objeel In 
the sketchy Draft EIR, The Weslfield Mall, and adjaeenl sirucuires are already built out lo ihe maximum 
allowable limils. 
I oppose a community plan amendment ihat would allow Westfield a huge increase in developmenl of 
this and adjacent properties. The Draft FIR does not provide any sensible reason lo vastly increase the 
developmenl of Westfield's property. 11 inadequately describes what Westfield will build in ihis already 
seriously congesled and substanlially overbuilt area. 
Their are subslanlial issues regarding also the burden of visual pollution and scenic preservalion with 
this projecl. Altraclive natural skylines and views of mountain ranges from (he sidewalks and public 
areas would blocked and overshadowed by inevitably ugly tall buildings, culling off views and natural 
illumination. 
The assumption included in the Draft EIR lhal the Regents Road Building will be built is nol al all 
certain and is one example of a stipulation thai is probably in error. Conslruclion oflhe cosily Regenls 
Road bridge would damage a natural park and Federally-proiecled small riparian wetland containing 
threaiened animal and plant species, and is highly comroversial. Construction of such a bridge will be 
delayed for decades, if il ever occurs. This assumption, which is ralher pivotal in calculations of Ihe 
traffic burden, should not be allowed. 
Please do nol cave in ibis obvious power grab by Westfield and ihe building industry and their efforts to 
overbuild this deveiopmeni, regardless of Ibe incviiable degradation of the quality of life of residents 
due lo increased traffic congestion, an even more overburdened nearby freeway, and a substanlially 
increased burden of harmful respiratory nitrogen oxide and carbon monoxide air pollution from the 
inevitable additional traffic congestion in this already-congesled area. 

Respectfully, 

Rick Garland 
University City 

34 .1 T h e commenter ' s opposition to the project is noted. As discussed in response to comment 

18.1 from Ms. Astiz, CEQA docs nor require "justification" for the project. Please refer to 

response to comment 9.3 from the University Communi ty Planning Group for a discussion of 

the level of detail required for the project description, 

34.2 As discussed in Section 5.2, there are no public view corridors in the area o f t h c project, and 

the project would not block public views from parks or views of natural features. Therefore, 

no significant view impacts would occur. 

34.3 Please refer to response to comment 9-60 from the University Communi ty Planning Group 

for a discussion of Regents Road Bridge. 

34.4 As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 5. 4 , the EIR has acknowledged significant impacts to 

transportation/circulation and air quality. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is 

identified, no further response can be made . 
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35.1 

From: Chciyl Gevermaii [CAGry!adi-sainlie]io,com| 
Senl: Wednesday. Oclober ID, 2007 9:54 AM 
To: DSDEAS(B)saniiiego.gov 
Cc: infoitfirosecanyon.org 
Subject; OPPOSR Westfield Massive Expansion al Univcrsily Town Centre 

" l am opposed lo ihe massive expansion al UTC. There are several reasons why: 

1. Traffic In that area is heavy; buses are not a solution; parking will be difficult This would add almost 
18,000 new traffic trips every day and further clog the freeway ramps. 

2. The plan assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be butlt which is not a given at this 
point. It would vastly increase traffic and drive the need for both the proposed Regents Road bridge 
project and the widening of Genesee Avenue between Nobel and the 52. The bridge is heavily opposed by 
the community, and the (aw, so far, has been on the side of those who oppose it. 

3. Adding up to 750 units of new housing with no new parks or libraries, which is already heavily 
urbanized with little open space is a bad idea. 

5, Storm water and runotf woutd be sent into Rose Canyon, and from there to Mission Bay—creating 
another environmental problem that San Diego government cannot run and hide from, though that's what 
it tends to do. 

6. This plan would allow Westfield to decide over time to build whatever combination of projects it wants: 
a vastly expanded mall in addition to up to four residential, office and hotel towers up to 35 stories tall. 
This vague "b lank check" approach in an EIR violates California environmental law. And, as 
such, will be opposed in the courts. 

Cheryl A, Geyerman 

University City. San Uicgo, CA 

35.1 Please refer to response to comment 30.7 from Mr. Format) regarding the same issues. 
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36.1 

36.2 

&96 % J L f & ^ # So? 

09 . .. . 
yyyujr-

36.1 The EIR discusses potential impacts to noise, transportation/circuiation, sewage and water 
usage in Sections 5.9, 5.2, 5.7 and 5.8. As no issue regarding the adequacy ofthe EIR is 
identified, no further response can be made. 

36.2 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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37.1 

From: Robert Gottlieb (rcgott\ieb@ieee.org) 
Sent: Tuesday, Oclober 09. 2007 10:09 I'M 
To: DS[)EAS(gsandiegn.gnv 
Cc: in/b^rosecanyon.org 
Subjeci: Projecl Number 2214 

Mi. 

"IhcniiMl I-iR slates that ihe proiwl would add almosl I S.llOll n w vehicle lri|»; a day and w o M 
turllKr i-1 og llie lieeuay nimps and local slrocls. Wlwl is llic Jusl iflrmion tor bjildiny a piojei-t 
thin is SJ dependenl on aniu 1111111̂ '? 1 lie pruject vlniuUI provide sululinns lo subsluiiliully reduce 
llie iralTic il gcnerales. llic DI-IR stales thai IVccivuy ramps uill gel uorw. Whal is llie 
juslillcalion liir adding more irallk beliire Ihi1 exisiing tleevvay pmhlems arc lixed'.' Whal will be 
the lull impacl ol'adding years ulconslniclicir Irallic. especially in combination »illi ulha major 
conslruclion pruiecls sucli as ilie four Muiile Verde Mega loners across ihe slreel'.' Speeilitalls, 
uiiat Mill the Noscmber-Dccember hiiliilai Irallic cundilions lie? 

I sirongly objeel lo iliis eNpansiun and "ould propose lhal Wesllield limk elseulicrc Ui e\|iaiid. 

Riilieil Golllieh 

37.1 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 
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From; Patricia Gregory [pats_gila_girl@yahoo.coin| 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10,2007 10:16 A M 
Tn; DSDI;.AS@sa ndiego.gov 
Subjeci: Projecl #2214 
Why does a small community like UYC need a mall expansion-750 unils of housing- a liolel lower & 
office towers ihat could reach 35 slories tall. 

3 8 . 1 Westfield UTC is assuming lhal Regenls Road Bridge will to through in order lo accomidale more 

iraffic. Il sounds like yoiTre putting the cart before the horse. 

The DEIR slates lhal freeway ramps will get worse. Also (he major streets. 

_ I DO NOT approve ofthis hugh project. 

Mrs Patricia Gregory 
3032 Award Row 
San Diego, CA 92122 

38.1 As discussed in response co comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 

docs not require "justification" for the project. Please tefer to responses to comments 2 ! , I 

from Ms, Bolivar and 9-93 from the I inivcrsity Communi ty Planning G r o u p . 
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39.1 

39-2 

39.3 

39.4 

Fiom: The ) [agstrnTTis [thehafis^.'san.rr turn) 
Sent: Wednesday, Octoljcr 10, 2007 S.i)9 AM 
To- DSDEASta'sanditgo.gov 
Cc: iill[>^i,r£JSCLaiiyrnl.(>rg 
Suhiect: Prujsct Number 2214 

To Ah T h m c Concerned: 

I have heen il resklcut of University Ciiy Tor nvcr 17 years. Ic was a plate we (hose io raise our family 
based on ihe u immuni iy atmosphere ihat ihey had here. Since thai lime the city has allowed many 
new "high rises'1 to po up. 

Alio, aJdcd all those town homes ai H05 aod Lijolla Village Dtive. t l>clicvc wc should lie able to 
have some atea left tu enjoy, Eiparidinj; the Wesllield Shopping area will (hiingc the eha tanei of this 
lommiini ty forever. 

W c alreaily have itaffie prohlcms due in greedy people building more town homes and suth in our 
tiHTummity. W e already have (logged parking hits around our atea. lord forhiil there wnultl be an 
aclual emergenty, Enietgenty petsonncl would not lie able to get ill ot nut eilkjcntly due lu the 
current toad siluation. The Draft EIR states that that the pruject would add almost 18,000 more 
vehicle trips a day and would d u g the fteeway ramps and local streets Cvetl niorc. The issue that you 
should he addressing is "how to fix the Iraffic problem" that already exists W o r e ctcating and adding 
to the ttaffic problem and the air pnlluiion problem. 

It seems that Ijy t tearing this expansion, people are looking at the short tctm rather than tin 
term effect. Short term means more money for the city. Long tetm the impact on the comm 
children, wilillife, traffic, and yes. the schools. 

Ions 

Please do noi let this happen to a beauiiful community as IITC. 

Thank you. 
M i c h e l e * Richard Hagst iom 

Traffic 

"The Draft KIR states that ihe projeci would add almnst IS.OOO new vehicle trips a day and would 
funher clog the freeway lamps and local streets, Whai is rhe justiiitaiinn for Imilding a project thai is 
so dependem on auto ttaffic? The projctt should provide solutions to substanlially reduce the iraffic ii 
generates. The DEIR states that freeway ramps will get worse. 

Wha t is the justification for adding more Iraffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? What 
will be the full impact of adding years of eonsiruetion iraffic, especially in combination with oihet 
major construction ptojects such as the four Mome Verde Mega Towers across the street? Specifically, 
whai will the Nuvcmbci-Detcmber holiday iraffic conditions be?" 

39.1 

39.2 

39,3 

As discussed in Section 3,2, the EIR has acknowledged potential impacts to visual character. 
As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further response can be 
made. 

As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 5-4, the EIR has acknowledged significant impacts to 
transportation/circulation and air quality, (t is not within the scope of this projecc to "fix 
an existing traffic problem". The EIR has proposed mitigation measures to reduce project-
related impacts. 

The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 

39.4 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 
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39-5 

39-6 

39.7 

39-8 

39.9 

39.10 

Comnmnny Cliaraact 

Westfield is altuady In 
amendment that •> 
DEIR should enpt. 
giving them all tin 
build. The DEIR n 

Recieation 

bulk io l l ic maximum allowed on its piopetty. Il is ptuposlng a community plan 
uld give il a huge increase in what ii is entitled to ilevelop OH tlw same land, ' ihe 
i •wlr,« lusi'ifKaiion there is io vastly increase the value nf Westfield's property by 
• new development rights. The DEIR fails to <lescril>c whai exactly Westfield will 
st describe exactly what will be built. 

"I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, riinniiig, biking, and nature walks. The Diafi EIR 
assumes the proposed Rcgcnis Koail bridge ptojeel would be built, wli i th would relieve ttaffic 
gcntraicd by the Wcsitlcld mega expansion. This would ruin the most scenic ami peaicful area of 
Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts, and individuals. How wil l the Weslficld mega 
expansion mit i f are fot this? Given that ihe projctt wil l add up to 75l) units of housing, how will the 
piojcir meet the increased need fui parks when ihere Is no land available for new paiks and our 
lommuniiy already has far fewer parks lhan ciiy standards' How will the project meet the need foi 
incicascd recreational and library facililies Un these new residents? And whal wil l be the impacts un 
paiks and hbtaries of these new tcsidenis in combination with all the new tesidents in all the othet 
residential projects being built?" 

Vic ws/aes the tics 

"The Drafl EIR vaguely state* it will nvctcumc the visual impaci of having new 55 stoty bujldings 
adjacent to 2-3 stnty buildings and single family homes. The DEiR should explain how ihis will lie 
done. The addition of huge new buildings and incicased density will change the characler of ihe 
comniuimy. The DEIR should tuplain why suth a ptoposal is lientficial lo die communily." 

Noise 

What will I * ihe noise Impact 
throughout ihe area!' Whal will 
neighboring tesidents? 

Air Potluiinn Sample etimmciit: The DEIR states the 
juslificalion is ihcrc for a projcit that incicases ait po 
substantial measures to teduce 'ait pollution. 

of all that uutcased uaffic and all that consituaion on tcsidenis 
c noise impacts nf ihe traffic and opetaiions ol all these biilidings on 

project will increase air pollution. What 
luiion? The DEIR should idcmlfy specific 

The Westfield UTC Draft EIR; Key Fads 
). Would add almost 18,000 new traffic trips every day and funher clog the freeway ramps. 
2. Assumes the proposed Regents Rnad bridge project would be built. It w.mld vastly incri 
and diive ihe need tor boih ihe proposed Rcgcnis Road btidgc projeci and the widening i 
Avenue iieiwecn Nobel and the 52. 

3. Would increase air pollution. 
4. Would add up to 750 unils of i icw housing with no new parks ot hbtaiics, 
5. Would send all of its storm water and tunoff imo Rose Canyon, and ftom there to Missioi 
d. Would allow Wcstfiekl lo decide ovei lime to budd whatever comt.liiaiion nf piojctrs i 
vastly expanded mall in ittlditicn to up io fout tesidential. nffiie and iiotcl towcis up to 35 ! 
This vague "blank ihc tk " approach in an EIR violates Califomla cnvltoumenral lav.'. 

;asc traffic 
if Gencsrc 

39.5 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 
docs not require "justification" for die project. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from 
the University Community Planning Croup for a discussion ofthc level of detail required for 
the project description. 

39.6 Please refer to responses ro comments 21.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding che same 
issues. 

39.7 Please refer to response to comment 9-106 from the University Community Planning Group 

for a discussion of building height. 

39.8 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr, Eorman on the same issues. 

39,9 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman on the same issues. 

39.10 Please refer to response to comment 30.7 from Mr. Forman on che same issues. 
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40.1 

From: Tom Hale [thale@san.iT.com] 
Senl: Wednesday, Oclober 10, 2007 4:49 PM 
To: DSDEAS@saiidiego.gov 
Cc: info@rnsecanyon,org 
Subjeci: Projecl Number 2214 : Weslfield proposal: huge mall expansion 
October 0,2007 

City of San Diego, 

Regarding Project Number 2214 : 
the Westfield proposal: huge mall expansion; 750 units of housing, hotel tower, office 
tower- towers 35 stories tall on the existing UTC site 

The Westfield UTC Shopping Center expansion will have a huge impact in increased costs 
For infrastructure & city services to teh City of San Diego, The traffic burden in that area 
with the huge dwelling structures built nearby within a few blocks directly east & west of 
the Westfield UTC site in teh last few years will bring more traffic congestion to an area 
that already suffers with traffic jams on the 805, 5,& 52 freeways surrounding the site & 
the streets in this area. 

Our whole Golden Triangle community has become over developed & crowded with heavy 
traffic & congestion during the 7:30 - 9:30 & 3 - 6:30 PM period every day around teh 
whole area with the traffic which flows on each side of & in the Golden tarnished 
Triangle. 

Westfield's proposed building plans will put an even larger burden on this whole 
community regarding city services, how large is not certain, but their known proposals 
are beyond what this community can handle & bear. 

Westfield's increase at this site will be at our expense for the whole city of San Diego in 
city services: water, streets repairs, energy S power supply, police & fire protection, 
etc.. 
We all depend on the city of San Diego to provide these services, which are in poor 
condition city wide, without adequate repairs or upgraded infrastructure to provide basic 
city services & adequate police & fire protection to our residents & visitors. 

We do know Westflield has included plans to build more large towering developments for 
Westfield's benefit, placing a huge drain on our water supply & air pollution in University 
City. 

This whole area have to bear the brunt of Westfield's increase at our expense. 

Do not approve the incomplete plan in the Draft EIR, 

Resident & Home owner: 

Tom Hale 

5372 Bragg St. 

Universtiy City, 33 years 

40. i As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 5.7, the EIR has acknowledged potential impacts to 
transportation/circulation and public utilities. The commenter's opposition to the projecc is 
noted. As no issue regarding che adequacy ofthe E!R is identified, no further response can be 
made. 
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41.1 

41.2 

41.3 

41.4 

41.5 

From: Shalom Halevy |5lialevy@niatliwizards.com| 
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2007 10:4! PM 
To; DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc; Friends of Rose Canyon 
Subject: Project Number 2214 

Enough to developers controlling city hall and our quality 
of life!!! 

[ oppose this project because of its impacl on Iraffic, noise, recreation, etc. as it would: 

I add almost 18,000 new traffic trips every day and furlher clog ihe freeway ramps. 
2. increase air pollution. 
3. add up lo 750 unils ofnew housing wilh no new parks or libraries, 
4. send all of its storm water and ranofT into Rose Canyon, and Trotn ihere lo Mission Bay, 
5. allow Westfield lo decide over lime In build whatever cnmbinalion of projecls il wanls; a vastly 
expanded mall in addition lo up to four residenlial, office and hole! towers up to 35 stories tall. 

Westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a 
community plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to 
develop on the same land. 

The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the value of 
Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights. 

The DEiR fails to describe what exactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe 
exactly what will be built. 

The Draft EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day 
and would further clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification for 
building a project that is so dependent on auto traffic? The project should provide 
solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The DEIR states that freeway 
ramps wil) get worse. What is t he jus t i f i ca t ion for adding more t raf f ic before the 
ex is t ing f reeway prob lems are f ixed? What will be the full impact of adding years of 
construction traffic, especially in combination with other major construction projects such 
as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the street? Specifically, what will the 
November-December holiday traffic conditions be? 

41.1 Please refer to response to c o m m e n t 30.7 from Mr. Forman on the same issues. 

41 .2 C o m m e n t noted. As no issue rcjjardin^ the adequacy o f t h e KIR is identified, no further 

response can be made . 

41 .3 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz on the same issues, CEQA docs 

not require "justification" for the project. Please refer to response to commenl 9 3 from the 

University Communi ty Planning Group for a discussion o f t h e level of detail required for the 

project description. 

4 i , 4 Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from the University Communicy Planning Group for 

a discussion o f the level of detail required for the project description. 

41 ,3 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo on the same issues. 
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42.1 

42.2 

42.3 

42.4 

42.5 

42.6 

From; diare hanlnn Iclchnn(y!wehlv,nel| 
Senl: Wednesday, Ocloher 10,2007 10:41 AM 
To: OS OE A Sf^sandi ep.o. p.ov 
Cc: inro@rosci;anyoii.cirg; d hanlon^wchlv.Tict 
Subjeci: PROJECT SJ214 

viiling in prolesl of Ihe falkming-

Weslfield Ptnposed Massive expansion ol UTC which Would Bring New Traliic, High Tower; and Assumes 
Regenls KoaJ Bridge I'rojetl Wnuld be Buill which residenls are agjinsl. 

Train c 

The Drafi EIR slates lhal Ihe projecl would add atmnsl 18.00(1 new vehicle Irips a day and would funher clog Ihe 
riecua> laraps and local sireels. Whal is Ihe juslificalion foi building a projecl lhal is so dependent on audi iraffii:'.' 
The project should provide solutions lo subslanlially reduce Ihe iraffic il gcneralcs. The DHIH siales lhal freeway 
ramps will gel worse, Whal is Ihe juslificalion fur adding more Iraffic before llie exisiing freeway prohlcms are 
fixed? Whal will he Ihe lull impacl of adding years of conslruclion Iraltlc. e^pecinlly in ecimhinalion niih olher 
major consimetion projecls such as Ihe lour Monlc Verde Mega Towers across the slreel? Specificallj. what will Ihe 
Novembcr-Decemher holiday IralTic condilions be? 

Communily Characler 

Weslfield is already buill lo the manimura allowed on ils piopeily. Ii is proporiing a communily plan amendmenl lhal 
would give it a huge increase in whal il is entitled lo develop on (be same land. The DEIR should explain «hal 
justilication there is (.. vastly increase the value of Weslfield's properly hi giving ibcm all Ihese new developmenl 
righls. The DEIR fails lo describe whal exaclly Weslfield wilt build rhe DHIR musl describe exactly whai will he 
buill. 

Hceiruiioti 

I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walLlng, nmning. biking, and naiure ualks. The Draft HIR assumes Ihe 
proposed Regenls Rnad bridge prnjeel would be buill. which wnuld relieve (ranic generated by Ihe Wesllield mega 
expansion. This would ruin Ihe mosl scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scorns, 
and individuals. I low will Ihe Weslfield tnega expansion miligale for Ihis? Given Ihat Ihe projecl will add up lo 750 
umls of housing, hov, will Ihe project meel Ihe increased need for p,irks when [here is no land available for new 
parks and Dur communily already has far fewer parks Lhan cily slandards? How will Ihe projecl meel Ihe need for 
increased recrealional and library facililies tor these new residenls? And whal will he Ihe impacis on parks and 
lihrarics of Ihesc new residenls in combinalion wilh all Ihe new cesidenls in all ihe olher residential projects being 
buill? 

The Draft EIR vaguely siales il will overcome Ihe visual impacl of having new 3? sloiy buildings adjacent 10 2-3 
smry buildings and single family homes. Tlic DEIR should explain how Ihis will be done. The addilion of huge new 
buildings and increased densily will change Ihe characler of Ihe communily. The DEIR should explain whv such a 
proposal is beneficial To Ihe community. 

Nois. 

Whai will be ihe 
Whal will Ihe 

? impacis ofall lhal increased IralTic and ail thai ennsi ruction on residents iJimughoul ibe area? 
impacis of (he Iraffic and operations of all Ihese buildings on neighboring residenls? 

The DHIR stales Ihe projecl wil 
pollution? The DEIR sho 

The Weslfield UTC Draft FIR 

-ease air pollulion. Whal juslificalii 
idenlify specilic suhslantial 

n is Ihe 
neasure1 

• for a prnjecl lhal increases 
In reduce air pollulii 

1. Would add almosl 18,000 new Iraffic Irips every day and furlher clog rhe freeway tamps. 
2. Assumes Ibe proposed Regents Road bridge projecl would he buill II would lastly increase IralTic and drive the 
need for bolh the proposed Regenls Road bridge projecl and Ihe widening nl Oenesee Avenue beiween Mobel and 
the 52. 
3. Would increase a ir pollulion. 
4 Would add up lo 750 units ofnew housing wilh no new paAs or libraries. 
5. Would send all of ils slonn waler ami runoff inlo Rose Canyon, and from Ihere lo Mission Day. 
5. Would allow Weslficld lo decide nver lime lo build whatever comhinatton ofprojecls il wants; a vasllj expanded 
mall in addilion to up to four residenlial, office and holel Tnwcrs up lo 35 stones tall. This vague approach in an EiR 
violales California environmenlal law. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Hanlon 
7746 Camino Noguera 
San Diego. CA 92132 
K5IM5J-1754 

42.1 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo on the same issues. 

42.2 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz on the same issues, CEQA does 
not require "justification" for the project. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from the 
University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for the 
project description. 

42.3 Please refer to responses to comments 21.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same 
issues. 

42.4 Please refer to response to comment y.106 from the University Community Planning Group 
for a discussion of buiiding height, 

42.5 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman on the same issues. 

42.6 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman on the same issues. 
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43.1 

From: Briar hassler thsusiclx'&'JLino.coin] 
Senl: We.lnesday, October IU. 2007 1:55 PM 
To; DSDEASlgsancl i igogov 
Subjett: WESTFIELD U T C EXPANSION 

The piojxiscd Wesinck! expansion at UTC woul.l ovciwhelm 1 Inivcrsity Ciry. 

This is not/shnuld nm he a "dowmown" area. Wc arc .i rcsldcmial area, and all Rnoii s en* has %ni 
tiui llic wimliiw on clils .uul many other projecls. The densillcs/hicghts arc orliclievahle. The traffic 
already gridlockcd. THIS IS N O T ACCEI'TAUU":- N O T IN MY BACKYARD. 

Briun C. Hasskr 
2 9 l 2 F r i « i Ave. 
San Diego, C a . ' ^ 122 

43.1 The commenter's opposirion to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
rhe EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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From: Marilyn Hauck [MaMauck@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Wednesday. October 10, 2007 7:44 AM 
To: DSDEAS@saiidiego.gov 
Subject: Subject 2214 
We are against the massive expansion of UTC. 

A A i The shopping center is enough withoul adding hotels, offices and housing, 
4 4 • ^ Please vote against this expansion and preserve UTC as it is. 

We do not need more congestion. 
We want lo preserve our canyon. 
Thank you, 
Voters and environmentally concerned citizens, 
Lane and Marilyn Hauck 

44.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noced. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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45.1 

45.2 

45.3 

From: Jim |jini7(<?san.iT.ciim| 
Senl: Thursday, Oclober 11. 2007 8:20 A M 
To; [>S[JEAS@sandii;go,j;ov 
Cc: rose canyon.org 
Subject! No U l C Expansinn 
We arc adamanlly opposed lo the Westfield U lC expansion alLcmpt! 

The Draft EIR states that the project wai i ld add almost 18,000 new vehicle tr ips a day and would 
fu r ther clog the f reewav ramps and local st reets. What is the Justif ication for bui lding a project tha t is 
so dependent on auto traff ic? The project should provide solut ions to substantial ly reduce the traff ic It 
generates. The DEIR states that f reeway ramps wil l get worse. What is the just i f icat ion for adding 
more traffic before the enisl ing f reeway problems are fixed? What wilt be the full impact of adding 
years of const ruc t ion traff ic, especially in combinat ion wi th other major construct ion projects such as 
the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the s t r ee t ' Specifically, what will the November-December 
holiday t raf f ic condi t ions be?" 

C o m m u ni_t v_C ha ra c t e r 
W e s t f i e l d i s a l r e a d y b u i l t t o t h e m a x i m u m a l l o w e d o n i t s p r o p e r t y . It is proposing a 
commun i t y p lan a m e n d m e n t tha t wou ld g ive It a huge increase in what it is ent i t led to develop on the 
same land. The DEIR should explain what just i f icat ion there Is to vastly increase the value of 
Westf ield's property by giving them all these new deveiopment r ights. The DEiR fails to describe 
what exact ly Westf ield wil l bui ld. The DEIR must describe exactly what wil l be bui l t . 

We are residenls of Universily Cily arid do m l (van! any more increased iraffic on Gcncssee or l.a Jolla Village Drive. Wcdo nol 
warn the comnninily Lo l>ecome a majnr city. Please vole NO on Mils proposed expansion. 

Sincerely, 
Jim & Sue Heleniak; 54:9 Curie Way. San Diegd 93122 

45-1 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo on the same issues. 

45.2 

45.3 

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz on the same issues, CEQA does 
not require "justification" for the project. PICLISC refer to response tn comment 9.3 from the 
University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for the 
project description. 

The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the 

EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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46.1 

From: Nancy Ivey [nancyi@iveyengineering.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10.2007 10; 18 AM 
To: DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov 
Subject: Projecl number 2214 
Please!!! ENOUGH building in University City. We cannot accommodate any more traffic in UC 
wilhoul building a bridge that would destroy our park like setting. My family and I use the canyons for 
hiking, walking and enjoying the birds. There are plenty of shopping malls in SD now. 

Nancy Ivey 

46.1 Please refer to response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues. 
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47.1 

From: Sky Jeannclte |sky4hea1lh@sbcglobal.nel] 
Senl: Wednesday, Oclober 10.2007 3;5i PM 
To; DSDEAS@sandicgo,gov; info@roseeanyon.org 
Subject: Project H2214 
To Whom 11 may Concern, 

1 sirongly oppose ihe huge proposed project of high rises and stores, etc. at LITC. L-nougli is enough! We 
already have a lovely area filled with plenty of people, reslauranls and shops. 

What is ihe compelling reason for sluffing more people and iraffic in an already congesled area? At 
some poinl, Ihe quality of life will be lost with too much building. 

Stop this initiative of expansion. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Susan A. Jeannette 
Curie Place, San Diego, UC 

4 7 . i T h e commente t ' s opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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48.1 

48.2 

48.3 

48.4 

.September G. 2007 

Ms. Manha Blake 
Senior Planner 
Cily «f San Diego Developmenl Services Cenler 
1222 Firs! Ave. MSSOI 
San Diego. CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Blake. 

I am writing io provide public commenl on Ihe UTC expansion plan. 

Ursl. i am surprised al Ihe short community nolice fur Ihis major change. UTC only 
made public lo neighborhood residents Iheir plan in mid-August. 1 currenliy own a 
condominium and reside in ihe complex direclly across Nobel from UTC. ' 

I have lived in Ihe Nonh Universily Ciiy neighborhood cominuously since 1992, As Ihe 
neighborhood has expanded we have seen ihe residenlial qualily steadily decline. The 
expansion orNobel lo ihe (SOS had signilloanlly changed llie characler of Ihe slreel. The 
traffic volume has increased as well as ihe related noise and pallution. Wntslofal! 
iraflk nonnally (lows well in excess oflhe 35 mph speed hmil east of Genesee, As jnu 
are aware [his has caused a number of pedestrian accidents in Ihe Nobel cotridor from 15 
to 1805. 

I wish lo commem based on my viewpoint as an owner, a driver and a pedestrian |I 
regularly walk 3 miles several limes a week in the neighborhood). 

As an owner our properly values have declined along with the residenlial quality oflhe 
area, litis became more acule when the Cily approved a number of comlominium 
conversions resulling in much higher vacancy rales. There is no shortage of rental and 
residential property in North Universily Cily. I object lo the addilion of even more 
residential housing in an area lhal can nol lill the currenl housing invenlory. 

As a driver, the addilion of more traffic m the neighborhood is unimaginable. Currently 
Ihere is a 30 minute wail io leave the atea going soulhbound beiween 4;30 pm and 6:30 
pm weekdays. Merely widening the on-ramps will not improve Ihe situation as ihe 
freeway is already running at maximum capacity as is Genesee. Ihe Cily has been 
unable lo enrrect ihe tiatfie problem on Genesee (yes we supporled llie reverse irallk 
lane) and has nol slancd ihe Regenls Road bridge lhal was funded years ago. More 
residential unils will only make the problem worse. More office space will have an even 
greater negative impact on iraffic as il impacis ihe rush hour. Wc cart no longer gel 
across the slreet or make a left turn at Ihe inlerseclion (yes il is designated an interseclion 
by the slreel signage) ofNobd and Lombard PI. Adding more housing and oOkes lo 
Ul C does nol make sense. Wc frequcmly see space available signs on existing office 
complexes in Ihe area and several new oflke complexes are heing buill currently. Why 

48.i 

48.2 

A notice of preparation was circulated for 30 days starting on July 12, 2002 and a public 
scoping meeting was held on June 7, 2002 as required by CEQA. The Draft EIR was publicly 
noticed and available for public review for 60 days. 

Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further 
response can be made. 

48.3 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no further response can he made. 

48.4 As discussed in Section 5.3, the EIR has identified significant and unmitigable impacts related 
to transportation/circulation. As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms, Artiz 
regarding the same issues, CEQA does not require "justification" tor the projecr. As no issue 
regarding the adequacy ofthc EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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48.4 
cont. 

48.5 

48.6 

do we need more if we can not fill the curtent invenlory. much less the invcnlory under 
conslruclion? 

Asapedcsirian (ht walking qualiij' ii poor. Ccnirolled inler.seciinns on Genesee and 
Nobel (easl of Genesee) are few and far beiween. Drivers roulinely cxceeJ Ihe speed 
limit, do nol slop properly and seldom yield for a pedesirian, (In any given day ii is 
rouline tn have a driver honk al mc for being in a crosswalk. The cily continues to favor 
automobiles over pedestrians by closing pedestrian crosswalks tn ihe neighborhood and 
building inaccessible pedesirian overpasses. The pedesirian overpass over Genesee in 
from of UlC dumps inlo a parking )ol wiih no sidewalk available. Likewise Ihe 
pedesirian overpass on La Jolla Village Drive in front of V IC dumps pedcsirians oft'in 
an area lhal quickly requires stairs. Nobel is exclusively a residenlial street on Ihe Soulh 
side. Many homes open direclly on lo ihe slreel. More IralTic and more pollulion will do 
Mille to enhance the residenlial qualily oflhe neighborhood, 

I do nut dispute Weslfield's right to expand retail shopping in UTC. This is Ihe purpose 
oflhe property, i do objeel lo West Held adding additional office and residenlial space in 
a neigh hfiihood lhal has an abundance of both. When fashion Valley was expanded 
Ihere was no additional residenlial or oflke space added hy the developer. Why should 
UlC beany diffetenl?. A mall is a retail destination, nol a cily or neighborhood. 
Building a new neighborhood al Ihe mall wilhoul laking inlo consideration Ihe exisiing 
neighborhood is nol being a good corporate citizen and some would characleri/c as being 
greedy. 

Thank you for laking [he time to understand our opinions and providing a mechanism (or 
public comment. 

Sincerely. 

Adam l.akril/ 
AA3S Nobel Dr. #30 
San Diego. CA 92122 
858 622 10K6 

cc: Seolt Petets (via email) 

48.5 As discussed under Issue 5 of Section 5-3, the project proposes numerous pedestrian and 
hicycle facility improvements. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the UIR is identified, no 
further response can be made. 

48.6 The cotntnenter's opposicion tn the projecc is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no funhci response can be made. 
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49.1 

49.2 

From: Judi ih Landau ( j j i jandaufo ' l io imii i l . tom) 
Seni: Tuesday. Octolirr 09, 21)07 11:52 PM 
To. DSDEASlS'sandicgogov 
Cc. infolO'rosecanynn.nrg 
SulijcLr: Proiecl Number 2214 

Re: Weslfield Expansion a. I )TC - Drafi EIR I hvc in Souih I Inivcraiy City (addtess beiow) jnd «ork 
in a y-srotfy office building in Norlh University Cily, and um loncemed abiiui the likely damage ID 
rhe UC community by chis pruictl. 

One uf the nujor issues is che eooimous traffic increase on already 
wlcnittnl in ihe DEIR, Vd especially ask what will the Novcmbcr-Dett 
be? 

impriimiscd toad systems, as 

nber hnliday iraffic tonditmns 

The developers arc aiming tn alitact ihousands of shoppers from mnund ihe region - chis will nn 
longer he a local UC mall setving ihe UC communily, hut insiead the source of traffic jams on siceets 
and freeway ramps, aic pollution, polluted wjicr mnulTand over-use of prcciuus warer resource!. 
H o * docs this developer plan to avoid all ihese ills fur out community? 

Thank you 
Judi th Landau 

•5989 Agee Street. San Diego CA 92122 
H58-452-6SI5 

49.1 Please refer to response to comment 9.5 1 from the University Community Planning Group 

for a discussion of holiday traffic. 

49.2 The EIR acknowledged that the proposed project is a regional shopping center. The EIR has 
discussed potential impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality 
and water conservation in Sections 5-3, 5.4, 5-5, and 5.8. Where appropriate, mitigation 
measures have been proposed to reduce significant impacts. The EIR has also acknowledged 
significant and unmitigable impacts to transportarion/circularion and air quality. 
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From: David Laney [dclaney@ginail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday. October 10, 2007 3:24 I'M 
To: DSDRAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc: i n lb @ rose cany on .org 
Subject: Projecl Number 2214 
Sir/Madame: 

_ I am writing you to voice my strong opposition to the expansion of the UTC shopping 
center. As a homeowner in the U Shores area, 1 am concerned that the additional traffic 
will bring the area that is already near gridlock into total gridlock. This includes access to 
both 15 and 1805 as well as traffic on N, Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla Village Drive and 
Genesee. Until the recent widening of U Village Drive, traffic was often backed-up ail the 
way to the Torrey Pines Gliderport in the evening. How will an additional 18,000 trips per 
day be accommodated? 

The project should provide solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The 
etA i DEIR states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the Justification for adding more 

traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? What will be the full impact of 
adding years of construction traffic, especially in combination with other major 
construction projects such as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the street? 
Specifically, what will the November-December holiday traffic conditions be? 

This project must assume that the Regents bridge is constructed in order to manage 
traffic. Planning based on that assumption is risky (to the community) since constmction 
of the bridge is opposed my several community groups and litigation may delay the 
bridge or it may never be built." 

Again, I urge you to oppose this ill-conceived expansion until these significant issues are 
_ adequately addressed, 

David Laney, PhD 
Sugarman Drive 
La Jolla, CA 9203? 

50.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. Please refer to responses to comments 

21.1 and 28,1, 
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51.1 

Frnm: Geoffrey Laundy [gelaimljiimjc.coml 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 30(17 12:56 I'M 
Tn: DSDEASSiiandicga.gijv 
Ci'; Fticnds of Rose Canyon 
Subject: froicct 221-1 

De 

s), ynnr Given the urgent teqniremene of iipdatinji Snn Diego's infrasirLicmic (fur exumplc, wat 
rush tn spcn.l (ens nf miliums un u bridge to nuwherc is ludkmns. 
Ex|>an(l i l ie iml lcy service, Build the ci>;istci siatlim at Niil>cl Drive. Gci intu ilie Z ls t i cnmry . 
To hy down endless new acres uf asphalt when y.m tmi' i even mairuiiin WIME ynu have Jncsn't nuke 

I fere's tu a tcvitiilized Siin niejjo. 

Gen if Lnundy 

51.1 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 
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52.1 

Sue I *m^nlrf 
4SISI. M.VrlV 
Sun 1 >!«!»>. CA 92116 'W" 

0 I S 
0 • ' ! - •> 

,--n 

i / . -x . i i ^ f t -J -* -

52.1 Water supply is discussed in EIR Section 5.8. The project proposes to usc recycled water for 
landscaping irrigation. As no issue regarding the adequacy ofthc EIR is identified, no further 
response can be made. 
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53.1 

From: Richard Medlock [miedlocli@san.rr.com| 

Sen): Wednesday. Oclober 10.2007 I 1:08 A M 
To : DSDIiAS@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Project 2214 
We are citizens of University City and are opposed to the Westfield expansion proposal. Our community 

has reached it maximum population based on available facilities and roadways. 

We are opposed to Ihe Regents Road bridge proposal. 

We are opposed to the Genesee Avenue widening proposal. 

Richard and Julie Medlock 
5710 Bloch Street 
San Diego CA 92122 
858 450-0101 

53.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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54.1 

From: Brandalyn Pallon [braiidalyn@onlinecpi,org] 
Sent: Monday, September 24. 2007 4:31 I'M 
Tordsdeas@santliego.gov 
Subjccl: Projecl Number 2214 
I could nol find any documents on the UTC expansion project on your sile. Can you email me the EIR. 

Thanks 

Brandalyn Patton 
Research and Policy Analyst 
Center on Policy Initiatives 
3727 Camino Del Rio South, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92108 
619-584-5744, lixt. 23 
619-584-5748 Fax 
brandalvnff'on I inccpi.org 

54.1 Coinment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of che EIR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 
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55.1 

From: Tom Petrie |pelrie@rusion.gat.com] 
Senl: Wednesday. Oclober 10, 2007 8:30 AM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Project Number 2214 

As a resident of University City, I have a question concerning 
Westfield's expansion plans, as embodied in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Project Number 2214). The Draft EIR assumes the 
proposed Regents Road bridge project will be built, which would 
supposedly relieve traffic generated by the Westfield large-scale 
expansion plans. At present, there is no EIR for the Regents Road 
Bridge and there will not be one for at least one year for the SD City 
Council to examine. If the eventual Regents Road bridge EIR is rejected 
by the City Council (or if the bridge issue is delayed or cancelled by 
Court action), how would this eventuality affect the Westfield DEIR 
analysis? I would greatly appreciate a response to this question. 

I think that any assumption that the Regents Road bridge is going to 
be built is highly speculative at this time, and so approval of the the 
DEIR for project 2214 would be highly premature. 

Thank You. 

Tom Petrie 

55.1 Please refer to response co comment 21.1 from Ms. Boiivar for a discussion of Regents Road 

Bridge. 
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56.1 

56.2 

56.3 

Martha Bake 
Senior Planner 
City of San Diego Developmenl Services Cenler 
1222 First Av. 
MS 501 

San Diego CA 92101 

Subjeci; Project Numbet 2214 

Dear Ms. Blake, 

The DEIR presents a broad scenario of possible developmenl scenarios but 
does not address specific projects. How can the community adequately assess 
the impacts that will occur from the projecl when everything is so nebulous? 
Each scenario would have an impacl, some worse than others. 

Impact on the residents, schools, businesses and commercial establishments 
surrounOing UTC, indudirg South University City, must be thoroughly 
addressed, Genesee Avenue is gridlocked several times a day under present 
conditions. How will the placement ot an additional traffic signal (fot bus only) on 
Genesee Ave between Nobel and Esplanade help relieve congesiion? This will 
further add lo the congestion on this street. Fig. 3.2, pg. 3.10. 

1-805 is gridlocked during both am and pm peak travel times which now extend 
to several hours each day. The southbound ramp to 805 at Governor Dr, is 
severely impacted by present southbound tfaffic moving lo exit to Hwy 52. 
Adding any additional vehicles to 1-805 will further impact it. It may be years 
before adequate Iransit reaches the area or freeway improvements are made. 
Nobel Or was io be the answer to congestion when UTC was first built. It took 
20 years for Nobet Or. to go through! The trolley may never be a part of the 
transit scenario. Improvements musl be concurrent with development, and we 
musl know exactly what deveiopment is being proposed. 

Sincerely, 

Carole Pietras 
6917 lipmann ST 
San Diego CA 92122 

36.1 The potential land use scenarios are shown in Table ES-2 and discussed in Section 3.4 ofthe 
EIR. As stated on page ES-7, the "EIR evaluates the worst-case ofall eight land use scenarios 
proposed by the Master PDP" Therefore, within Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, 
depending on the issue, the EIR identifies which of the eight iand usc scenarios would result 
in the maximum or worst-case impacts. 

56.2 A feasibility study on all proposed transportation/circulation mitigation measures was 
prepared (Rick Engineering 2007a), which determined that all improvements recommended 
in the Traffic Impact Study and within the EIR are feasible from an engineering perspective. 

56.3 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 
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57.1 

57.2 

57.3 

Frnm: Shdlcy Plumli [shcljoylfi'wii.rr.uim] 
Scnr: Wednesday. Ot tohe r in. 2007 2:11 PM 
Tn: DSDEAStS'sand icgn.gov 
-Sulijccr: Project Nn, 2 2 M - Wesificlci IITC Exparsion 

As a long-nine residenr of Itnivcrsiic Ciiy, I am wriring \a mice my concerns ahoul ihe DEIR 
reg^rJiog Wcsillcld's prnposcd expansion of Univcrsily Town Ccmre. The DlilR slates that this 
expansion would add apptox, IS.IHHJ [tips per day lhai will eSog niir snrfytc roilds and freeway 
onrnmps. W c must tonsiilcr also the impact ofair pi l l iui^n iintl noise that th[s increased irafiif will 
have on ihe siirniutiding residents. The fteeway onramps are already clogyetl at rush hour and [taffii 
often is at a stamlsiill. W c need lu luwct ait pollution — noi increase it. ! am vcty (ooterncd aliom 
llic impact ilns expansion would liai'c around holiday limes. Wc will noi l>c able to get in or om of 
UTC bctiuisc o f t h c intrcascd llafllc, congesiion and no patking On Fteeway 165, at the Fasliion 
Valley exit (Friars Rd.), from ihe end of Novcmlwt until the end of Deicmlicr, iraflk is stopped on ihe 
freeway trying to gci into Fashion Valley, if one is luave enough io waii in the long limes, parking is 
CKtremcly difficult to find ontc in the shopping center. I don't want llic same thing to happen at 
I ITC. 1 don't want mulil-stoiicd parking siiocturcs. In this age of global waiming, we must cut 
down on tonsumption and wc certainly do not need 150 new sttiies, more movie theaties (vuc have 
Landmaik, AMC La Jolla 12, Pacific Town Square Siadium M within easy distance). Are people going 
to go io a tongested shopping mall to sec a movie when these othets ulfer abundant patking jnd easy 
in-and-out access? 

In University City, we have a tnajot regional resource: Rose Canyon Open Spate Patk. The DEIR 
assumes thai a proposed biidge will be built thcrdiy relieving sonic uf ihe uaffic gencraied by ihe 
expansion. The ptoposed bridge would destroy the most quiet and peaceful part of the canyon and 
liring even mnte iraffic into South Univcisily Cily. 

The DF.IR cannot assume ihat this btidgc will he buill io offset trafHc and it offcis nn mitigatinn if the 
btidge, in fact, is ever built . 

A major comein musl be that the DEIS fails (0 describe exactly what Wesificd want to build. The 
DEIR musl describe exactly what will lie built. They must justify this huge expansion, which will 
tequite a community plan amendmenl , especially in light of changing attitudes -wutldwide atmui 
consumplion, overcrowding, waste, global wAtming, pollution, noise, and the breaking down of 
communilies This expansion is totally oul of chataciei with ihe area sunoiinding UTC and will cause 
more suess on our sewers, dtainogc and madways. k is absolutely unnecessary and will noi licncfit 
the cominiinlty. It may mean piofit for WEstfield while degtading our lifestyle and our communiry. 
W c cannot let this happen. 

Thank you. 

Sincctely, 

Shelley Plumb 
5952 Scripps Stteet 
San Diego. CA 9 2 ( 2 2 

57.1 The EIR identified significant impacts to transportation/circulatioii and ait quality in Sections 
5.3 and 5.4. Please refer to response to comment 9-51 from the University Community 
Planning Group for a discussion of holiday traffic. 

57,2 Please refer to response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Boiivar for a discussion of Regents Road 

Bridge. 

57.3 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Artiz, CEQA docs not require 

"justincation" for the project. Please refer to response to commenr 9-3 from the University 

Community Planning Group for a discussion of tiie level of detail required for the project 

description. 
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58.1 

F r o m : Jane E Richardson IJER@nirs .eom] 

Sen t : Wednesday, Oclober 10. 2007 2:29 P M 

T o : DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 

Sub jec i : Project Number 2214 

As a registered voter i" San Diego County for over 33 years and as an 18 year resident homeowner in the UTC 
area. I am VERY OPPOSED to the proposed massive developmenl oflhe UTC shopping cenler properly. 
Reeenlly I received in my home mail a polished, mass mailer from the developer seeking my support ofihis 
project. Nut only do I believe the mailing was somewhat misleading. I find ihe developer's budget impossible lo 
compete wilh. I hope that when the City considers [his projecl, quality of life concern.1; will prevail over 
developer profits. Please do not allow the proposed variance to the communily plan and permit this massive 
projecl logo forward. The nature and life style oflhe Golden Triangle area have deteriorated greally over receni 
years as Ihe City has allowed such dense development to go forward. This area can nol handle more congestion. 

We have precious little open space now. Rose Canyon is our only remaining nalural selling and it is threatened 
by ihe proposed Regents Road bridge. PLEASE litnil ihe developmenl ofthis area. I don't wanl to live in a high 
rise, congested, eoreietc covered neighborhood. 

Thank you. 

Jane il, Richardson 

58.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EiR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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From: ringsfamily@aol.com 
Sent: Wednesday. October 10. 2007 10:39 AM 
To: DSDKAS@sandiego.gov 
Subjett: Project #2214 Westfield Expansion. 
Hello, 

My husband and 1 are 25 year residenls of University City and we are VERY concerned aboul the 
upcoming expan ofthe Westfield Shopping Cenler known as UTC, The project lhal is being proposed is 
HUGE and would impacl our community greatly in a negative way. It seems thai what is being 
proposed is a Fashion Valley type expansion, PLUS residenlial units. Fashion Valley has been built inlo 
a cement city which is unattractive aesthetically and overwhelming to visit. The traffic gelling in and 
out is insane, and residenls in Universily City are righlly concerned that this project will ruin our 
community, not only causing incredible traffic and congestion, bul negaiively impaeling our way of 
life. Really... how many more stores do we really need?? Our community does nol need an improved 

5 9 , 1 UTC. It is an adequate mall, and not long,ago tbey did a remodel and changed it's layoul. This Project 
is overkill. Too Jarge, loo many shops, too much residential, loo much impact in general!! How many 
average daily Irips will this add lo Genessee and La Jolla Village drive. The tralTic will be oolrageous 
nn ihe surface streets and the freeway's will be backed up for miles, f feel the projecl as II is proposed 
would only benefit the shopping mall owner and the developer. If it is more residential units you need, 
consider thai wilhoul inflicting on our community the lype of mall that is Fashion Valley. Please 
remember there is a quality of life here in University City that we value greatly. We do nol wanl to give 
lhal up for a little more space in a Gap store or some new high end Fcndi or Gucci stores. Please vote 
against the current proposal and seek a compromise lhal would be beneficial lo the community as well as 
the developer. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Beverlee and Steve Ring 
4151 Tamilynn Court 
San Diego. CA 92122 (UC) 
858-450-3286 
KingsFamily@aol.com 

59.1 The commenter ' s opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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60.1 

60.2 

60.3 

60.4 

60.5 

60.6 

Krom: Allan Saihjackv [.sathyadev^yahoo.cum] 
Sent: Wednesday. Ocloher 10. 2007 6:38 A M 
Tn: DSDtiAS'ulsandiego.gov 
Subject; Project Number 2214 
Dear Sir/Ms 

Plcaso note .some of lhe commenls I have on [he above projecl 

T ra f f i c 
"The Draft EIR states tha t the pro ject would add almost 18,000 new vehicle tr ips a day and would 
fur ther clog the freeivav ramps and local st roets. What is the just i f icat ion for bui ld ing a project that is 
so dependent on auto traf f ic? The project should provide solutions to substantial ly reduce the traff ic it 
generates. The DEIR states that f reeway ramps will get worse. What is the just i f icat ion for adding 
more traffic before the exist ing freeway problems are fixed? What will be the full impact of adding 
years of construct ion traff ic, especial ly in combinat ion with other major construct ion projects such as 
the four Monte Verde Mega Towers ac ioss the s t r ee t ' Speciifically, what wil l t he November-December 
hol iday traff ic condi t ions be?" 

Co m m u n i t v_C ha r a c t e r 
Westf ield Is already built to the m a « i m u m al lowed on its property, it Is proposing a commun i t y plan 
amendment that would i j ive it a huge increase in what it Is ent i t led tu develop on the same land. The 
DEIR should explain what jus t i f ica t ion there is l o vastly Increase the value of Westf ield's proper ty by 
g iv ing t h e m all these new deve lopment r ights. The DEiR fails to describe what exactly Weslf ield wil l 
bu i ld . The DEIR must describe exactly what will be bui l t . 

R_e c r e a t i o n 
" I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for wa lk ing , running, bik ing, and nature walks, The Draft EIR 

assumes the proposed Regents Road br idge project would be bui l t , which would relieve traff ic 
generated by the Westf ield mega expansion. This would ru in the most scenic and peaceful area of 
Rose Canyon Park, used by school g roups , scouts, and individuals. How will the Westf ield mega 
expansion m i t iga te for this? Given tha t the project wil l add up to 750 units of housing, how wil l t he 
pro ject mee t the increased need for parks when there is no land availabie for new parks and our 
commun i t y already has far fewer parks than city standards? How will the project meet the need for 
increased recreat ional and l ibrary facil i t ies for these new residents? And what wil l be the impacts on 
parks and l ibrar ies of these new residents In combinat ion wi th all the new residents in all t he other 
resident ial pro jects be ing b u i l t ' " 

y 1 e ws la e st hetic s 
"The Draft EIR vaguely states it wil l overcome the visual impact of having new 35 story bui ldings 
adjacent t o 2-3 story bui ld ings and single family homes. The DEIR should explain how this wil l be 
done. The addi t ion of huge new bui ldings and increased density will change the character of the 
commun i t y . The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial to the commun i t y . " 

N o i s e 

What wil l be the noise impacts of all that increased traff ic and all that construct ion on residents 
th roughout the area? What wil l t he noise impacts of the traffic and operations of all these buildings 
on ne ighbor ing residents? 

A i n P s U u t i o n 
The DEIR states the pro ject wil l Increase air pol lut ion. What just i f icat ion is the ie for a project that 
Increases air pol lut ion? The DEIR should Identi fy specific substant ial measures to reduce air pol lu t ion. 

Allan Sathyadev 
2545 San Clumenle Terr 
SanDieyii. CA 92123 

60.1 Please refer to response to comment 2S. ] from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 

60.2 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Artiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 

does not require "justification" for the project. Please refer to response to comment 9.3 from 

the University C o m m u n i t y Planning G r o u p for a discussion of the level of detail required for 

the projecc descripcion 

60.3 Please refer to response to comment 2 i . i from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues. 

60.'I Please refer to response to comment 9 .106 from the University Communi ty Planning G r o u p 

for a discussion of building height. 

60.5 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 

60.6 Please refer to response to comment 30 .6 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 
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61.1 

Frnm: Fred Saxon {finxonfn1 yahoo .com) 
Scm: Tuesday, Octolwr 09, 2007 11•.21) PM 
To: DSDEASlii 'saodiesn.gov 
Ct; infol<!iii5eainyun,orf( 

Subjett: Stop the Wesif ldd EKpansion!!!!! 

Acconling to the Draft EIR, llic Wt i i f l r l d cspansion will lead to: 
MORE traiTu;, MORE [mlluiloii, MORE noise, and thus coin pi etc If tlmuRc the character of University 
Cily. k will do nuihitig io add more parks. And II will completely and itievcrslhly thange die iji i i i l ity 
of life for I IC residents. Please do not allow this corporate expansion. 

F. Saxon 

61.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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Shlia Scott (spsconemaH.slsu.edul 
DSDEAS ŝandlego.goy 

Seirt; Tue 9/25/2007 5;M CM 

Subject: UTC EipansMn 
AttBctimAitts: 

Martha Blake, 

62.1 

E am deeply disturbed Chat ptoposed expansions tfi^t Include adding up 
to 725 dwelling units and up to 250 hotel rooms are even considered. 
1 have lived in Unlveisity City for ovet 10 years and have watched an 
eacessive amount of constmctjon going on around the IfTC shopping 
area. This construction and added dwelling units crowds our city and 
makes trafTk: unbearBble, especially on Genesee, between 4:0O-6:3(Jpiii. 
1 don't undefstand why elected officials are not standing up for 
their constituents and fighting against this, I love iivJng in 
Univeislty Qty and hope to live here for the next 30 years and 
throughout retitement. 1 am ft ustreted however by the constant 
updates of development projects getting approved in a section ot the 
city that can not handle more growth. Please help the citiiens fight 
the developeis! 

Shlra Scott 
A very mncemed citizen 

62.1 The commenter's opposition to die project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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63.1 

From; Karhleen Suil ly [scully.kaili lecn((JSmjil.inml on [rehalf of Kiiihlccil Smily 
[Itsuiltyl'/utsd.edu) 
Scnr: Tuesday. O i ruber 09, 2007 10:J5 PM 
T o ; DSOE;AS(nisand icgu.gov 
Cc: Fiiends of Rose Canyon 
Subject: Westfield Proposes Mussivc Expansion of IJTC 

Tin- Draft EIR •.tares ihat the pi. i jcit «imlJ M .ilmosi IM.iKU) mw velil.k- trips a day .mil vv.iukl 
iuttliLr dufi ihe Irciwny ramp, and local sitt-en. Wliai e. ilie i intinraium fnr luukliii.e a proicct r lut Is 
sii Jq'c-ndenl on amo tr.llTir> The prnjeu should piovide solut ion Co sulniaiuij l ly ri-duie ilie n jff i i ji 
Jdm-rsns. The Dn iH HMVS ili.n tii-ewny r.oups ni l l .net wots.-. W'tmt is the n^nfLcitlou for adding 
innri tiatlle l.dort the txistliu. tree way prol.lems are intJ' f W lu t wdl Le the kilt Impact nt Jil.lui.ii 
>c.ir> i>i lonsmi i t i in i iralfk-, c ipci i j IK in niii i l i i i iation with other majur consitui'lion projefts M U I I JS 
llic fmir Mume Venio Mepa ToMeis iiir.iss i lu-, i r tci? Spc( illrally, ahai ul l l ihr Novtnlhci-Dncml.er 

lu.li.lllt t l l l lT. H.U.Iltll.11- I.I-' 

K i i l l l l f f t l Stully, Ph.D. 

UCSD 
95011 Gi l rmn Drive 
L i Julia, CA 92095 

Rcsitk-iice: 
55I)J D i lcn Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 

63.1 Please refer to response to comment 2tt. 1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 
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64.1 

Frnm: Carinne [rememberriver@san.rr.com] 
Senl: Tuesday. Oclober 09, 2007 9:53 PM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov; info@roseciinyori.org 
Subject: Project Number 2214 
To Whom it May Concern, 

J oppose the expansion of the Westerfield Hall at UTC, I am a thirty year resident of 
University City. I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and 
nature walks. The Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project wou'd be 
built, which would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This would 
ruin the most scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, 
scouts, and individuals. How will the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given 
that the project will add up to 750 units of housing, how will the project meet the 
increased need for parks when there is no land available for new parks and our 
community already has far fewer parks than city standards? How will the project meet 
the need for increased recreational and library facilities for these new residents? And 
what will be the impacts on parks and libraries of these new residents in combination 
with all the new residents in all the other residential projects being built? 

Please don't destroy our quality of living and refuse the expansion. 
Carinne Senske 

64.1 I'iease refer to responses tu comments 21.i and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding rhe same 

issues. 
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65.1 

From: Hemmtu'SJO.iT.com 
Sent: Wednesiiay, OuoLcr 10. 2007 i:55 PM 
To: DSDLASiJisjndirgo.jinv 

Ct; mfolg'rosecanyoii.org; licyatiorneylir1 sandicgo.gov 
SuLjett: Projecc Number 2214 

To Whum ft May Concern: 

Please help mc unilcrsiiiiul why ihe enpunsioii of thc Wcdflchl I ITC oimplci is in the best interesi of 
ihis t i ty. Wc are nlivinusiy already in due stiaiis re^arrfinj; the cicy waier sititiinnn - how on carch tan 
Il pnsiilily lie Improved wirli ihe innstant buikiing ofnew homes, in ihis case another 750 onits^ Anil 
a hotel, wii i th uses massive amminis uf water? Ir is completely irrational in these litres to even 
rcttioicly consider changing the 1IC community plan lu INCREASE waicr Lisjpc, purely for the sake 
uf tu imncr ic. Can you spell D-E-S-E-R-T? 

I uk ) i.m't fathom why the city woulil wimt tu bting in MORE trdffic to an atea thai is alteady 
flghlitlH to keep the iraffic under cnntrul as it is. The tomrminily was very cleat in it's opposirion to 
the building of Regents Bridge. Painfully, the city council, undet ihe pathetic leadership nf Mc. 
Peters, is already trying co spend ANOTHER i 5 M on designing a btidge lhai the community is 
aiiamamly opposed io (hopefully the city attorney will lie able to snip that delude - as illegal and an 
egregious wasie of funds!. Is expiinding Weslfield the litst sicp that Mc. Petets is l iving to take to 
ically ovtcbutden [he UC traffic flow, thereby justifying his push for the Regents bridge.' So he can 
get donations from those companies (nr yet another campaign? I can't possibly come up wiih any 
oilier justificarion other than puce selfish giecd on his part and the builders. 

Please do nnl disrcgiird out love of our community and Rose Cunyon - wc cherish i l and do not want 
funhci cipansion in U C The residents do NOT want increased tfaffic and wc do N O T want a bridge 
- PERIOD. 
Expanding UTC io include residence uniis will eiacerbatc the traffic piobkms. We deeply resent the 
loniinucd efforts ol the city and council to over-populine and o v er- com mere lalizc our communily. 
This has been shown repeatedly by the votes of iiur planoing group [which you often ignore] and by 
out ovecwhclming financial support for thegtoups that hired legal counsel to handle the bridge fiasco. 

Hopefully you will carefully consider all the issues at hand [city budget, unwanted bridge/in adequate 
EIRs, water use. l.a Jolia shdes, etc.] and this expansion will not have your support. You have faicd 
enough cmbaiiassment wi ih the Suntoad debacle - please do nnt go down that same path again. 
LISTEN to ihe community tesidenls, N O T the commercial eniiues who don't really seem io tare 
about the citizens of San Diego, 

Your very c ate fill consii 

Most sincerely, 
Siepbanic Sexton 
UC tesident 

:ion of these issues would be appn ated. 

65.1 The commenter's opposilion to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no ftirther response can be made. 
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66.1 

66.2 

66.3 

66.4 

66.5 

From: Cono' Soraghan (csoragha© hoi mail, com] 

Senl: Tuasday. October 09, 2007 9:18 PM 

To: dsdeasQsandiego.gov; Info© rosecanyon.org 

Subject: Pcoposed Westfield Expansion Project NumBer 2214 

Dear Sir/madam' 

I am writing you concerning the proposed Weslfield Expansion. This Is a bemendousfy M d idea on so many 
levels namely; 

Westfield is already built to the max imum allowed on its properly. I t is proposing a community 
plan amendment that would give It a huge Increase in what It Is ent i t led to develop on the sam 
land. The DEIR should explain wfiat just i f icat ion there Is to vastly increase the value of Westfiel 
property by giving Ihem all these new development rights. The DEIR fai's to describe what e ia-
Westfield will bui ld. The DEIR m u s t describe e iact ly what will be built. 

What will be the noise Impacts of all that increased traffic and all that construction on residents 
throughout the area? What wil l the noise impacts of the traffic and operations of all these build 
on neighboring residents? 

The DEIR states the project wil l increase air pollution. What Justification Is there for a project tl 
Increases air pollution? Tbe DEIR should Identify specific substantial measures to reduce air 
pol lut ion. 

I N SUMMARY - THE REASONS WHY T H I S EXPANSION I S SO B A D : 
1 . Would add almost 18,000 new traff ic tr ips every day and further clog the freeway ramps. 
2. Assumes the proposed Regents Road br idge project would be built. I t would vastly increase t n 
and drive the need for both the proposed Regents Road bridge project and the widening of Gene* 
Avenue beiween Nobel and the 52. 
3. Would increase air pol lut ion. 
4 . Would add up to 750 units of new housing with no new parks or libraries. 
5. Would send all of its storm water and runoff into Rose Canyon, and f rom there l o Mission Bay. 
6. Would allow Westfield to decide over t ime to build whatever combination of projects it wants: i 
vast ly expanded mall In addit ion to up to four residential, office and hotel Cowers up to 35 stories 
This vague "blank check ' approach In an EIR violates California environmental law. 

Please fully complete the EIR and please do NOT let WesBfeM destroy UTC. Mo giveaways to wealthy developers. 
Thank you. 

Conor Soraghan. 
C5oragha@hotma It. cam 

66.1 As discussed in response to comment 18.1, CliQA does not require "justification" for the 
project. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from rhe University Community Planning 
Group for a discussion ofthc level of detail required for the project description. 

66.2 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr, Forman regarding the same issues. 

66.3 Please refer to response to commenr 30.6 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 

66.4 Please refer to response to comment 30.7 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 

66.5 It is not clear why the commenter believes that the EIR is not complete; therefore no further 

response can be made. 
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From: Anne St Louis {amsllouis@eartlilink.nei| 
Sent: Thursday, October 11.2007 10:26 AM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc: info@rosecanyon,org 
Subject: Project Number 2214 
To Whom It May Concern 

" Our area suffers major traffic congestion and is already an extremely high density business 
center. I totally disagree with Westfield's proposal to expand their development rights. 
Westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a 

D / . I community plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to 
develop on the same land. The OEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly 
increase the value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights. 
The DEIR fails to describe what exactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe exactly 
what will be built. Have you seen the HUGE apartment complexes that have already been 
built just east of Westfield? 

"Further, this Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be built, 
which would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This would ruin the 
most scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts, and 
individuals. How will the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project 
will add up to 750 units of housing, how will the project meet the increased need for parks 

6 7 . 2 when there is no land available for new parks and our community already has far fewer 
parks than city standards? How will the project meet the need for increased recreational and 
library Facilities for these new residents? And what will be the impacts on parks and libraries 
of these new residents in combination with all the new residents in all the other residential 
projects being built?" 

For some reason, our leaders have decided that it is okay to abandon long-standing plans 
_ For the University City. I am paying close attention to your upcoming vote. 

Sincerely, 
Anne St. Louis 

President 
Biovation, Inc. 

67-1 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Artiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 
does not require "justification" for the project. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 from 
the University Community Planning Group for a discussion ofthc level of detail required for 
the pruject description. 

67-2 Please refer to responses to comments 21.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same 

issues. 
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68.1 

68.2 

68.3 

68.4 

From: DESTEELE@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, Octobet 09, 2007 8:32 PM 
To: DSDEAS@sat>diego.gov 
Cc: info@rosecanyon.org 
Subject: Project Number 2214 Queslions? 
Sirs: 

! wish to express my concern for the proposed Westfield Mega Expansion project. Following is 
an overview of the reasons for this concern. I urge you to carefully consider these below 
impacts before allowing progress to this proposed project. 

Traffic 
"The Draft EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day and 

would further clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification for building a 
project that is so dependent on auto traffic? The project should provide solutions to 
substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The DEIR states that freeway ramps will get 
worse. What is the justification for adding more traffic before the existing freeway problems 
are fixed? What will be the full impact of adding years of construction traffic, especially in 
combination with other major construction projects such as the four Monte Verde Mega 
Towers across the street? Specifically, what will the November-December holiday traffic 
conditions be?" 

Community Character 
Westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a 

community plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to develop 
on the same land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the 
value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails 
to describe what exactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe exactly what will be 
built. 

Recreation 
" I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature walks. The Draft 
EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be buiit, which would relieve 
traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This would ruin the most scenic and 
peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts, and individuals. How will 
the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will add up to 750 units 
of housing, how will the project meet the increased need for parks when there is no land 
available for new parks and our community already has far fewer parks than city standards? 
How will the project meet the need for increased recreational and library facilities for these 
new residents? And what will be the impacts on parks and libraries of these new residents in 
combination with all the new residents in all the other residential projects being built?" 

Views/aesthetics 
"The Draft EIR vaguely states it will overcome the visual impact of having new 35 story 

6H. 1 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 

68,2 

68.3 

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Arriz regarding the same issues, CEQA 

does not require "justification" for the pruject. Please refer to response to coinment 9.3 from 

the University Community Planning Group for a discussion ofthc levci of detail required for 

the project description. 

Please refer to responses to comment 21.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same 

issues. 

68.4 Please refer to response to comment 9-106 from the University Community Planning Group 

for a discussion of building height. 
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6 8 . 4 buildings adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The DEIR shoufd explain 
how this will be done. The addition of huge new buildings and increased density will change 

COf l t . the character of the community. The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial to 
the community." 

I Noise 
6 8 . 5 What will be the noise impacts of all that increased traffic and all that construction on 

residents throughout the area? What will the noise impacts of the traffic and operations of all 
these buildings on neighboring residents? 

Air Pollution 
68.6 T h e D E I R states the project will increase air pollution. What justification is there for a project 

that increases air pollution? The DEIR should identify specific substantial measures to reduce 
air pollution. 

Concerned citizen and resident, 
Don Steele 
3436 Millikin Ave., 
San Diego, CA 92122 

68.5 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 

68.6 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 
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69.1 

69.2 

From: Pamela Steinberg (pammarinj®,sbc|!lol'al,nei) 
Sent; Wednesday. October 10,2007 4:0) I'M 
To; OS DBAS^sand iego.gov 
Subjtcl; UTC Mall Expansion 
Dear Gentlemen and Ladies: 

I can understand Ihat Weisfldd would like to expand there mall and I y&ve no problem wilh it going to a two 
story mail. Bui il doesn't seem wise in give them an aproval on de\dopmem wilhoul limits. 750 housing unils and 
35 Mory buildings righl nexl to single slorj homes is nol whai was originally planned for this site, 
A mall is nol a dousing complex and should stay as il was Ained. I do iiol see any jusl ilica lion lor the 
WcisHcId proposing a community plan amendment that would give it 3 huge IncreDse in whal It is entitled 
to develop on the same laod. The DEIR should enplain what justification theie is to vastly Increase the 
value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights The DEIR fails to 
describe whai enactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe exactlv what will be built. 

I received a brochure ftom Wesifield pushing for this development showing only a 2 storydevelopment -
now thai I have (earned the real development issue 1 do not like the false 
advertisement I received from this company. It showed a bell tower like structure, hut that isn't a 35 
foot comdo structure either. 

The Draft EIR vaguely states It will overcome the visual Impact of having new 35 story buildings adjacent 
to 2-3 story buildings and Single family homes. The DEIR should explain how this will be done. The 
addition of huge new buildings and Increased density will change the character of the community. The 
OEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial to the community. 

To top it off. they are assuming the Regents Road bridge will be done which means we are giving 
up orcmium open space that is used by school groups, scouts. Joggers, hikers, walkers, anO nature 
lovers. This again rufns more open space for more stores that are not required. We already have so 
many malls in this area and congestion, the open space Is greally needed lor all Ihe recreational use il 
gets each day. 

The other problems I see with this developement is that it doesn't appear to go thru EIR 
requirements per California Law which concerns me. What impacl will this have on our roads, 
noise requirements for the single family homes backed up to this monstrous development, 
and the sewer and other city mfrastrutures. 1 know from a fact that the sewer deyelopmenl 
won't even handle the new tofieis going in at La Jolla Village Dr and Genessee. This development has 
to upgrade our existing pipes going into Rose Canyon. Who is going to fix the pipes in Rose 
Canyon and upgrade for the mall? None of this has been addressed and it is extremely costly. 
As a taxpayer 1 would like to know the outcome of this issue, 

I feel there are too many unopened questions and EIR issues for my to approve any development and 
I would encourage you not to approve this development. 

Pam Steinberg 
4185 Porte oe Merano #155 
San Diego, CA 

69.1 

69.2 

As discussed in response to comment ] 8,1 from Ms. Artiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 
docs not require "justification" for rhe project. Please refer to response to comment 9.3 for 
a discussion of the level of detail required for the project description. Also please refer 
to responses to comments 21.1 for a discussion of Regents Road Bridge and 9.106 for a 
discussion of building heights. 

As discussed in Sections 5.3, 5.5-9 and 6.5-7, potential impacts to cranspcmation/drculatiun 

and noise have been identified. 

The recently approved Monte Verde project has already addressed the need for the sewer 
upgrade in University City by evaluating and agreeing to upsize the sewer line between Rose 
Canyon and the Monte Verde project site. That upsizing will fully mitigate this project's 
cumulative impacts on sewer capacity, as rhe Monte Verde site is located adjacent to the 
University Towne Center site. The University Towne Center project applicant will still be 
required to contribute its fair share amount, which may then be used to reimburse the Monte 
Verde project applicant for any expenses associated with upsizing the sewer line. Regardless of 
whether the sewer upgrade is completed by the Monte Verde project applicant, the University 
Towne Center project is not permitted to connect to the sewer line unless and until the line 
has been upsized. 

The environmental impacts of the sewer upgrade have been addressed in the i'inal EIR for the 
560-Unit Monte Verde Project, certified by the City of San Diego on September 17, 2007. 
The sewer expansion is expected to have environmental impacts on biological resources, 
historical resources, and visual effects/neighborhood character. According to the Monte Vcrdc 
Final EIR and findings previously adopted by the City, the impacts to biological and historical 
resources will be mitigated to a level below significance. As discussed in Section 5.2 ofthe 
EIR, impacts on visual effects/neighborhood character may remain significant is the sewer line 
is not placed underground. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

70.1 

Frnm: cylierchouft) ssin.rr.com 
Senr: Wednesday, Octotrer 10, 2007 H:30AM 
To: DSDEAS@ianJiefio.gov 
C^: infoCfV ro^ecanyon org 
Subjett: No! Wcsrficld Prupiiscs Massive Exiumion nf UTC 

T " Whnm I i May Ointetn: 

Wesifield is already bnik m ihe inai imum allowed on ics prnpercy. 

It is proposing a lommunity plan amcndmenl rhat would give ii a Imflt increase in whai ic is cn i idn l 
in develop mi the same land. Stop iillowinj; money and polilital iimbition manlpiibie the plan sî t in 
)>laic and stop these ctimiant anacks on ihe masier plan. The DEIR should ciplain whai iusiilicaiion 
ihcic is io vastly imrcasc ihe value of Westfield's propeity by giving ihem all ihese new development 
r iah.. . 

The DEIR fails to describe 
will be builc. 

Weslficld is proposing! a cor 
en tilled io develop on ihe sa 

:hat cuacily Wesifield will [mild. The DEIR must de •ibe • ily wha 

nunity plai 
e land. 

ncndmcnl thai would give it a huge incicasc i 

The DEIR slimild cuplain whal jusiifitaiion theie is to vastly incrci 
Uy giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails 
will build. The DEiR musi describe exactly whai will lie built. 

the value of Westfield's piopeily 
i dcsirilw what exactly Wesifield 

crely, 
'id Si Iv 

70.1 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Artiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 

docs not require "justification" for the projecr. Please tefer to response to comment 9.3 for a 

discussion of the level of detail required for the project description. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

71.1 

From: Ellialicih Stiles (ccsiilcslf' gmsitl.com] 
Seni: Monday, Scptembci 24, 2007 10:02 AM 
To: mlilake(5:5andiego.gov 
Subject: RE: UTC 

Sepicmbci 24. 2007 

Manha Blake, Senior Plan™ 
City of San Diego 
[222 Tint Avenue. MSMil 

San Dlcgo.CA 921111 

RE: UTC 

Dcii tMs. Blake: 

ily adjatc 
r displays i 

to UTC, and have rakcn Sr i 
ihat the projeci will imluilc 

1 uiuently live at Torrey Pines Village, a cnmplcn dir 
interesi in the upcoming I ITC fcviiallzaiion projecl. Tin 

^.. Pteseivaiion of natural open spates 
b.. New specialty boutiques and dining options 
c . New l inuty depanniem stole cxperic/Hes 
d.. Envlionmcntally friendly designs 
e,, Convcnicni/hasile-fice cspcricnee 
f.. Improved conncciinns with community 
g.. New nansli opiions, more iransponaiion choices 

1 am particularly excited ihar Weslficld will be pursuing envlronmcnially friendly designs. 1 ihink ihis 
is a grej i opponuniiy to educate the public about ihe Ijencflts of green deveiopmeni and find inu 
nhai ihe communily warns; anJ so far I think Wesifield has done vciy well to seek communily 
fecdli.ick ihiough ihci i I ITC Expcricntc booth 
communily. 

the mall, and prescncatlons and mailings tit the 

In their presentations, they have shown how they plan io improve pedesirian access, walkways, and 
bridges—an impiovemcm I think che whole community will hrnff i t from. Like myself many living in 
ihe I ITC area apprcciare iieinj; able lo walk to the grocery score and fot olher shopping needs... and 
these changes will make thar much easiei and also safer, panicularly along Genesee and ta Julia 
Village Diive. 

I will also enjoy ihe expanded shopping and dining options, which will be very hasslc-fiee for me since 
I can walk to die mall, I am interested to see how rhe new parking and transit options will 
accummodaie visiiors who cannol just walk over. While. 1 wonder how hassle-free accessing a 
significanily larger mall in a very dense urban aifa can be. I think the plans expressed so (ar have 
shown ihat they are pursuing as hassle-free an experience as possible Ai ilie very least, ihe iransil 
centet will be a huge impiovemcm and a great option foi getting to the mall. 

Overall, the improvements 
friendly projects make this 
piovide some input. 

lo tiansponailon. pedestrian access, 
projecr that I am really looking form 

nd the use of fiivirnnmcnt.illy 
rd to. Thank-ynu for Icillng mc 

Sincerely, 
ElizaUthSnle 

71,1 Comment nored. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 

RTC-272 

http://gmsitl.com


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

72.1 

72.2 

72.3 

From: jsirebappraisals@aol.eom 
Senl: Wednesday. Oclober 10. 2007 8; 11 AM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc: info@rosecanyoii.org 
Subject: project 2214 
I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park lor cycling. The Drall F.IR assumes ilie proposed Regenls Road 
bridge pmject would be built, wliieli would relieve traffic generaled hy the Wesllield mega oxpansiun 
and henefn only the developers nt a huge cosl to ihe environment and our lifestyle. This would ruin the 
mosl scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used hy school grotijis. scouts, and individuals. 
How will Hie Westfield mega expansion mitigate for ihis? Ciiven that the projecl will add up lo 750 units 
of housing, how will the projecl meel Ihe increased need for parks when there is no land available for 
new parks and our community already has far fewer parks lhan city standards'.' How will die piojecl 
mcel ihe need for increased recrealional and library facililies for ihese new residenls? And whal will be 
llie impacis on parks and libraries ofthese new residents in combinalion wilh all the new residenls in all 
llie olher residenlial projecls being buill? The end res till is noise, pollulion and highway speed iraffic 
Ihru a residential area. I I'm one can live wiihout anoiher windfall for developers and iheir poliiieians. 

Wesl UC resident 

John Slreb 
J.Slreb Residenlial Appraisals, Inc. 
2621 Denver Slreel, UD 
San Diego, Ca. 92110 
{6I9)-276-8734 
{6i9)-276-8736ra* 
iDhn@jsIrebappraisals.com 

72. L Please refer tu response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues. 

72.2 Please refer to response to comment 21,2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues. 

72 .3 C o m m e n t noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the HIR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 

RTC-273 

mailto:jsirebappraisals@aol.eom
mailto:DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
mailto:info@rosecanyoii.org
mailto:iDhn@jsIrebappraisals.com


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

73.1 

73.2 

From: Jetty Streiihler fjstreicl^ihgnci.bgsii.edu] 
Sent: Wcdnci.tay, Octoliet 10, 2007 11:17 AM 
To: DSDEASS'S.indiego.gov 
Subject: Projeci Numhet 22\4 

1 Ir m the Gi)l[len Triangle. My address is given Iw-'hi 

Every mnrning and evening durinfi what nc consider "tush himrs," 1 drive along the stretch n i La 
Jolla Village Drive hciwcen 1-5 and I-HOi. 

I am nm ,i traffic engineer, Inn it i luuild lie nhvious in lay pcfsnnb and prnfcssinnal experts alike that 
the ttaffic flows already ctcated by the already approved ami compleied and soon in lie compleied 
projects in the affecied area have not l>ecn addressed. 

Thcionseqncnccs ate already l>eing felt and all the dangers of pnllmion. disiraoghi drivers, wasted gas 
cimsumpiion, time wasted sitting in idle traffic jams aK evident. 

To pile on anotlict projecl without insuring that environmental and other ncighhorhnod impiicfs are 
amclicirared and in fact without assuring t h j l any new project wdl ussumc complete responsilulity and 
ensrs of easing the existing and forc^ciahle traffic flow piohlcms and other environmental issues will 
not only he politically foolhardy, but will he o complete jhrogalion of leadcrshii' responsibility. 

Clearly, the magnitude of this projeci Is such th.it anynne familial wi lh large construction projccis 
must tcalize that Ltgc numbcri of citizens, uwncts and tenters in the ateas will be seriously 
dlstommoded for a period of several years. 

It seems thai any EiR dealing with this issue must addtess the identified thicais in the community 
and its citizens and must insure that citizens ate not penalized in tlicir daily lives on liehalf of 
incteasitig the investment value of ihose proposing the project. 

If the ptoject were to lie approved ui move forward, thai approval should include provitions that the 
construction that will lie undertaken wdl be dnnc undet conditions that will insure, as a first printity, 
the Kimfott. lOnvcnicncc and health and safeiy of the communily's citizens and visitors. 

Jcrty Sttcichlcr 
-4007 Porte de Palmas #66 
San Diego. CA 92 122 

a^8450 31'17 

73.1 As discussed in Section 5.3, the EIR acknowledged significanl impacts to transportation/ 
circulation. It is not within the scope ofthis project to fix existing problems. The EIR has 
proposed mitigation measures to reduce project-related impacts. 

73.2 Potential impacts of the project are identified on Section 5-0 of the EIR and mitigation 

measures arc identified where appropriate. 
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74.1 

Martha Blake - Senior Planner 13Aiig07 
Cily of San Diego Developmenl Services Cenler 
l222nrslAve MS 501 
San Diego. CA. 92101 

Ms Blake: 1 urge you io oppose llie planned expansion of UTC nnif llie jssaciated zoning 
changes and master plan omcndmenls. The planned expansion is way over the mark, does noi 
agree with Ihe communily plan, andsmiicksufdeveloperstenmrolliiig. 

The .iddilion of high rise offices, hotel rooms and residential units (condominiums) will 
overwhelm litis area and destroy the spatial qualities lhal now exist. The area Is already dense. 
ha.1; icirible iraffic issues al rush hour {and al high-shopping limes), and certainly does nol need 
it's skyline disrupied wiih 300+ fool high rise buildings. UTC is a moderate si/.e shopping mall 
In ihe middle ofa residenlial area and should temain so. The mall is one of Ihe few in San Diego 
lhal is slill ralher easily accessible and somewhal convenienl from a parking and walking 
standpotni. Pis don't make a Fashion Valley out of UTC! 

Sincerely. & i f e £ £ u ^ ^ 
A, V e r n a l 
.IIS? DawneSi 
San Diego, CA, 93117 

74,1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

From: Weaver, Linda [Linda.Weaver@(;nb.coml 
Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 10. 2007 9:37 A M 
To : DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc: Carinne 

_ Subject; Weslfield UTC mail expansion - Against! 
I own a home in the UTC area and I work directly across the slreet from Ihe Mall. The proposed 
expansion will be a traffic nightmare in an area thai is already far worse lhan downtown for access. The 
Mall claims they will pay for tiie widening of La Jolla Village Drive to ease the congestion, bul they are jusl 
finishing a tiuge new Crate and Barrel store only 16 feet from La Jolla Village Drive, effectively making 

7 3 . 1 that option impossible! 

Can you believe anything they say If they are already telling lies that are this transparent and 
cavalier? 

It's all aboul the bucks for them. But it's all about quality of life fot the City Council. Do the right th ing. 
Vote this project down. 

L i n d a Weaver 
City Na t iona l B a n k 
4^75 Kxecutivc Sijuare, Suite 750 
l.a Jolla, CA 92037 
Phone: (85«) 642-4907 
Fax:{858)642-4952 
Unit tl 055 

75.1 The commenrer's opposition to the project is noted. A Feasibility Report on all proposed 
transportation/circularion mitigation measures was prepared, which determined thar all 
improvements recommended in the Traffic Impact Study and within the EiR are feasible from 
an engineering perspective. The Feasibility Report is included as Appendix U to the TIS (see 
EIR Appendix B). 

r~T. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

76.1 

76.2 

76.3 

76.4 

76.5 

76.6 

76.7 

76.8 

Frnm: Srcphanic Webber [swelikrlSian.ft .nim) 
Sent: TucsJay, Ouolwr 09, Z()()7 9:21 PM 
l ^ D S D E A S ^ s a n J i c g n . g o v 
Subjeci: Projeci Number 22M 

I woulJ like to iiaie my opposirion tu the WeuflclJ projn't development ptoposeJ at UTC. 

I live in tfnivcrsicy City and have done for die Uar Mi years, as rhe area \ m been develupi-cl wiih numerous 
high iknsiry housine prajects and high rise offices anil hmels, ihe iraffic cunpesiion has gin worse and worse, 1 
cannot undetsiand v/hy the city would allow even ilcnscr housing and detclopmem here This prnjctr is 
Slated to adct almosi !S.0n0 new vehicle irips a day to our already oveiLtowdcd neighborhood. It will funher 
LIOJ; ihe frteway ramps jnd local sireels. Whai is rhe jmniieaiion for Imilding i prnjCLi that is so dependem 
on amo triiinc? I Itdicve any projecr uf this type should not [>e perniiircd unless il provides snlurions ro 
substantially reduce ihe rraflli ir gcneraics. In addilion lo the impact once the pnijcn is compleied, whal will 
In die full impaci of adding years of con si IU ft ion traUle. especially in cnmbinalion with other major 
coosriutimn projeits such as rhe fout Mome Vcrdc Mega Towers air.ss rhe sneer? I l*licvc ihe ana will be 
impassable during ihe Nov ember-December holiday pt-tiud. 

Olhe i I ha elude 

There isn't a complete description of whai is lo be built, this offers a blank slale to Wesifield which I do noi 
think is right. Whai is the jusiificatiun for ihis ' 

Ruse Canynn. I and many of my (riends and neighbors in fhe area love in walk in ihe canyon, one of ibe fc-w 
open spaces left in (he area. The Draft EIR assumes the Regents Rnad bridge will lie built to help handle ihe 
Itaflk this projeci will gctieratc. I am vchcmemly opposed in this - il would lie doubly dreadful foi residcri'S 
of rhis -area - ihr cunyon will be ruined and il will allow yet anoihtr mega-development ro spoil our 
neighborhood and clog it wiih Iraffic. 

The Visual Appcatancc: The Draft EIR vaguely stares ic will overenme rhe visuj] impaci of having new 35 
siury buildings adjaicm io 2-3 siory buddings and single lamily homes. The DEIR should explain how this 
will be done. The addilion of huge new buildings and increased density will change the chancret of the 
iiimmiinliy. The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial to the communily nol jusl lo ihe 
devclo|->crs. 

' Noise: Whai will IJC ihe 
ibroughout the area? 

i of all thai affic and all thai on resident1 

Air Pollution: The DEIR suies the projeci will Increase air pollution. 
What possible jusiitication is there for a project that increases ait pollution? 

All in all 1 am hnrrilied ar the proposed developmenl anJ hope rhat the Cily Council will respect rhe quality 
of life thai exisiing residents wish to mainlain u iher lhan siding {as so very oflen seems to be the case) with 
developers whose only goal is ro make vast imounis of money...and who do noi live in the area at all. 

Sincctely 

Stephanie Webber 

555(> Strcsemann Street 

76.1 Please refer to response to comment 9-93 from the University Community Planning Group for 
a discussion of project traffic. 

76.2 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 

76.3 As discussed in response to comment 18.1, CHQA does not require "justification" for the 
project. Please refer to response tu coinment 9.3 for a discussion ofthc level of detail required 
for the project description. 

76.4 Please refer to response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues. 

76.5 Please refer to response to comment 9.106 from the University Community Planning Group 
for a discussion of building height. 

76.6 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues. 

76.7 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr, Forman regarding the same issues. 

76.8 Commenr noted. As no issue regarding rhe adequacy of the EiR is identified, no further 

response can be made. 
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77.1 

Kevin T. Wirsing 
3276 Willard Slreel 
SanDiegu, CA 92122 

Oclobci 10.2007 

Ms. Martha Ulakc, HnviVonmcntal Clunner 
Cily of San Diego Developmenl Services Cenler 
1222 Firsl Avenue. MS 501 
San Piego, CA 93101 

Rli: Draft Enviranmemal Impact Reporl -Project No, 2214 -Universily Towne Cenler 

Dear Ms. Blake: 

The projecl as proposed appears Io assume that ihere is essemiall) no finite limil on ihe 
Irallic which can be absorbeii by Ihe existing ot planned roadway in Iras I met lire in the 
University Community planning area. This apparent assumplion leads ID the following 
queslions; 

I) Is Ihis in facl an assumplion thedtalkTs of (he draft HIR and Ihe ciiy have made in 
evulualing the traffic impacis oflhe projecl? 

2 | If. on the contrary, the drafters believe there is a linile limil on ilie IrafTie that Ihe 
exisiing or planned roadway infrasiructure tan ahsurb. whal is ihat limil? 

3) !f ihere is a limit on the Iralfic lhal Ihe exisiing or planned roadway infrastrueiure can 
absorb, will Ihe traffic generaled by ihe projecl exceed lhal limit? 

4) If there is a limil on (he iraflic lhal Ihe existing or planned roadway infrastructure can 
absorb, will ihe Iraffic generaled by other proposed projects in ihe University 
Community plan area exceed lhal limil? 

Very truly yours. 

Kevin Wirsing 

77.1 As discussed in Section 5.3, transportation/circulation significant impacts have been 
identified. As no issue regarding the adequacy ofthc EIR is identified, no further response 

can be made. 
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78.1 

78.2 

78.3 

78.4 

From: Susan Worsham |susanworsham@saii.iT.com| 
Sent; Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3:59 PM 
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
Cc: 'Milo Worsham'; susaiiworsham@san.iT.com 
Subject: Weslfield Expansion 

I am writing to voice concerns over the Westfield expansion: 

. The Draft EIR states thai Ihe project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day and 
would further clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification (or building a 
project that is so dependent on auto traffic? The ptojeel should provide solutions \o substantially 
reduce the traffic it generates. 

. The DEIR states Ihat freeway ramps will gel worse. What is Ihe justification for adding more 
traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? What will be Ihe full impact of adding 
years of construction Iraffic, especially in combination with other major construction projects 
such as the four Monle Verde Mega Towers across Ihe slreet? The wait on Ihe on ramps is 
already beyond reasonable at Ihe southbound LJ Village Dr, Nobel and Governor. 

. Westfield is already built lo Ihe maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a community 
plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to develop on the same 
land. The OEIR should explain what justification there is lo vastly increase the value of 
Weslfield's property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails to 
describe what exactly WesHietd will build and musl describe exactly what will be built, 

. The Draft EIR vaguely slates il will overcome the visual impact of having new 35 story buildings 
adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The.DEIR should explain how this will 
be done. The addition of huge new buildings and increased density wifl change the character of 
the community. The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial to the community. 

Please take the appropriate measures to ensure that traffic, noise and air pollution are improved, not 
worsened, that the character and views of the community are enhanced and not degraded, and that 
the recreational and environmental areas are protected and not destroyed. 

Thank you. 

Susan and Milo Worsham 
4571 Robbins St. 
San Diego, CA 

858-552-0565 

78,1 Please refer to responses to comments 9.93 from the University Community Planning Group 

and 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues. 

78.2 As discussed in response to coinment 18.1 from Ms. Artiz regarding the same issues, CEQA 

docs not require "justification" for the project. Please refer to response to comment 9-3 for a 

discussion ofthe level of detail required for the project description. 

78.3 Please refer to response ro comment 9-106 from the University Community Planning Group 

for a discussion of building height. 

78.4 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the BIR is identified, no further 

response can he made. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Land Development 
Review Division 
(619)446-5460 

Project No. 2214 
SCH No. 2002071071 

SUBJECT: UNIVERSITY TOWNE CENTER REVITALIZATION PROJECT 
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA), REZONE, MASTER 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP), SITE DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT (SDP), VESTING TENTATIVE MAP (VTM) and SEWER and 
WATER EASMENT VACATIONS to permit redevelopment and 
renovation of the existing 1,061,400-square-foot Westfield University 
Towne Center (UTC) regional shopping center. The proposed project 
would be the renovation and expansion of retail uses by 610,000 to 
750,000 square feet of new retail and the development of 250 to 725 
multi-family residential units. The land use scenarios in the Master PDP 
would be restricted to a mixture of retail and an option for residential uses 
that would not exceed 17,800 cumulative average daily trips (ADTs) and 
256 in-bound AM peak hour/778 out-bound PM peak hour trips. The 
maximum structure height would be limited to 325 to 390 feet above 
grade. The project proposes 7,163 parking spaces, in a mixture of 
structured and surface parking. Additional project features would include a 
relocated and expanded bus transit center, a reservation of right-of-way for 
the proposed transit center and planned extension ofa light rail transit line, 
and certification under the LEED Green Building Rating System. The 
subject site is located east of Genesee Avenue, south of La Jolla Village 
Drive, west of Towne Centre Drive, and north of Nobel Drive, within the 
University Community Plan Area (Portions of Parcels I and 2 of Parcel 
Map 12903 and Parcels 1,3, and 4 of Parcel Map 6481). 
Applicant: Westfield Corporation, Inc. 

UPDATE: Revisions to this document have been made when compared to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The modifications within 
the environmental document do not affect the environmental analysis 
or conclusions ofthe EIR. All revisions are shown in a strikcthrough 
and/or underline format. 



CONCLUSIONS: 

This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts that would result from the proposed 
project. The analysis discusses the project's impacts to land use, aesthetics/visual 
quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality, 
paleontological resources, public utilities, water conservation and construction 
effects. 

The proposed project is a Process 5 City Council decision to permit redevelopment and 
renovation ofthe existing UTC regional shopping center. The project site is designated 
for Regional Commercial use in the University Community Plan. 

The existing UTC shopping center operates under a Planned Commercial Development 
Permit (No. 83-0117) issued by the City of San Diego in 1983. UTC was originally 
constructed in the City of San Diego in the late 1970s, opened in 1977, and expanded in 
1984. The existing open-air center features department stores, specialty retail shops, 
automotive service shops, entertainment venues, multiple dining venues, community 
meeting facilities, a bus transit center and parking areas, with a total center size of 
1,061,400 square feet (sf) within approximately 75 developed acres. 

The proposed project is a Master PDP which divides the property into seven land use 
districts, each of which would be developed in accordance with development regulations 
of the CR-l-l zone, as modified by the design guidelines. In response to comments 
received during Draft EIR public review, the project applicant has decided it will only 
pursue entitlements for retail and residential land use development scenarios (i.e. the 
Proposed Project, and the Maximum Residential scenario) and has revised the Master 
PDP accordingly. Hotel and office uses are no longer proposed and have, therefore, been 
eliminated from the Master PDP. The analysis for all ofthe land use scenarios, including 
those that contain hotel and/or office uses, remains in the EIR for information purposes. 

The ultimate configuration of development would be determined during the final 
engineering stage and would be limited by ADTs and critical peak hour movements (see 
Table 5.3-20). 

The majority ofthe project site is currently zoned Commercial (CC-1-3) for community 
commercial uses, except for a small portion of the existing open space which is zoned 
residential (RS-1-14). In recognition ofthe regional character ofthe UTC shopping 
center and the Regional Commercial land use designation in the University Community 
Plan, the project applicant is proposing to rezone the portion of the property designated 
Regional Commercial in the Community Plan to Commercial (CR-1-1) for regional 
commercial uses to provide areas for a broad mix of retail and other uses, leaving a 
portion ofthe site designated Open Space in the Community Plan zoned CC-1-3 and RS-
1-14. The CR-l-l zone allows a mix of regional serving commercial and residential uses, 
with an auto orientation. Multi-family residentia] is permitted in the CR-1-1 zone 
provided it is part of a mixed-use (commercial/residential) project. Generally, the 



existing and proposed commercial zones contain similar development regulations, except 
that the CR-1-1 zone allows for maximum structure heights of 60 feet (versus 45 feet) 
and a floor area ratio of 1.0 (versus 0.75). 

o 
The project design concept described in the Master PDP design guidelines addresses the 
current inadequacies of the department stores, specialty retail shops, dining and 
entertainment options, as well as the isolated nature of the center from the surrounding 
community. The proposed project includes renovation ofthe existing regional shopping 
center through the demolition of about half of the existing center and construction ofnew 
and expanded department stores and retail shops and the addition of a mix of uses 
including residentia] on site. 

Proposed utility improvements would consist of removing a portion ofthe on-site sewer 
and water mains and replacing them with private mains that would be covered by a 
private utility easement. In addition, the project site would be connected to the City's 
reclaimed water system. 

The project applicant proposes to participate in a green building program, designed to 
increase resource efficiency and sustainability. The project applicant intends to seek 
certification within the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green 
Building Rating System, which is the nationally accepted benchmark for the design, 
construction and operation of high performance green buildings. The project has been 
accepted as a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design - Neighborhood 
Development (LEED-ND) pilot project by the U.S. Green Building Council. The LEED-
ND pilot program integrates the principals of smart growth, new urbanism and green 
building. The project applicant has generated sustainability strategies for the 
redevelopment of the UTC shopping center, including those associated with landscape, 
lighting, electrical, structural, and HVAC syslems. 

The proposed project also addresses the regional transportation agencies' goal of 
expanding public transportation opportunities to ease traffic congestion within the 
University and Golden Triangle area by providing opportunities for mid- and long-range 
public transportation improvements that are currently being contemplated for the project 
area. Specifically, the project applicant, in cooperation with San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) and Metropolitan Transit System (MTS), would relocate and 
expand the existing on-site bus transit center. The expanded transit center would be 
constructed by the applicant. The project would also reserve right-of-way for the 
proposed transit center and planned extension of a light rail transit line through the 
University City/Golden Triangle area with a stop proposed at a new station along 
Genesee Avenue near UTC. 

Project construction would occur in two phases. Initially, the Phase 1 retail expansion 
would be constructed in several sequences over about a three- to four-year period. The 
initial phase of construction would commence in 2008 and be completed by Fall 2011. 
No construction schedule is proposed at this time for the Phase 2 residential construction. 



Grading for the proposed project would require approximately 643,000 cubic yards of cut 
and 51,000 cubic yards of fill, resulting in 592,000 cubic yards of export, across 39 acres 
of the project site. The deepest cuts would be approximately 40 feet for basement 
excavations. The fill slopes would rise up to 14 feet. Final finished floor elevations 
would range from approximately 335 to 380 feet above mean sea level upon 
implementation of the grading plan. Approximately 566,000 sf of existing retail space, 
including three ofthe existing department store buildings, and 20 acres of surface parking 
area would be demolished during the construction ofthe project. 

The evaluation of environmental issue areas in this EIR concludes that the proposed 
project would result in significant and unmitigable direct and/or cumulative impacts to 
aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation, air quality and public utilities 
(solid waste) and significant but mitigable direct and/or cumulative impacts to 
transportation/circulation, air quality, paleontological resources, public utilities 
(sewer) and construction effects. No significant impacts would occur to land use, 
hydrology/water quality, public utilities (water and stormwater), and water 
conservation. 

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

Aesthetics/Visual Quality (Direct) 

The proposed project would conflict with the City of San Diego's significance thresholds 
for height, bulk, materials and style since it proposes structures that could substantially 
exceed the maximum structure height limits in the development regulations of the 
proposed zone (CR-1-1) and the existing pattern of development in the surrounding 
community. The maximum height limit of the residential development would 
substantially exceed the bulk and scale regulations and result in a significant and 
unmitigable impact to visual character. 

Transportation/Circulation (Direct and Cumulative) 

The proposed project would result in significant and unmitigable direct and cumulative 
impacts to street segments along Genesee Avenue (from Nobel Drive to Decoro Street 
and from Governor Drive to State Route (SR) 52), various segments of La Jolla Village 
Drive between 1-5 and 1-805), and the 1-805 freeway mainlines between Nobel Drive and 
SR 52 (southbound and northbound in the PM peak hour). Five freeway ramp meters 
also would experience direct and cumulatively significant unmitigable impacts, including 
1-805 and 1-5 ramps with La Jolla Village and Nobel Drive. 

Air Quality (Direct and Cumulative) 

Emissions of PMio (fugitive dust) during both phases of project construction and 
emissions of fine particulate (PM2.5) during the first phase of project construction would 
result in a significant impact on air quality. Emissions of NOx caused by the construction 
of the first phase or a combination of both phases of construction would be above the 



significance thresholds. Operational emissions of PMio mainly attributable to road dust 
on public roads and reactive organic compounds (ROC) mainly associated with traffic 
also would be significant and unmitigable. 

The increase in traffic generated from the site associated with the proposed project would 
exceed levels assumed in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and could affect the ability 
of the air basin to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards for O3 on both a 
project and cumulative level, resulting in significant and unmitigable impacts to regional 
air quality. 

Public Utilities (Cumulative) 

Anticipated solid waste generation following the buildout of the proposed project and 
other projects in the City would result in significant and unmitigable impacts to landfill 
capacity on a cumulative level. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED 
IMPACTS: 

Aesthetics/Visual Quality 

No mitigation is available to reduce significant aesthetics impacts to visual character 
caused by the bulk and scale of the proposed residential deveiopment besides reducing 
the building heights to levels that are compatible with existing development in the 
community. 

Transportation/Circulation 

Planned improvements defined by NUC-A in the North University City Facilities Benefit 
Assessment (FBA), which would include the widening of Genesee Avenue from four to 
six lanes along the affected segments, would mitigate project impacts from Nobel Drive 
to Decoro Street and Governor Drive to SR 52 to below a level of significance. 
However, due to community concern, the City Council is reviewing the option of not 
widening the roadway. No official decision has been made at this time. Therefore, direct 
and cumulative impacts to segments of Genesee Avenue would remain significant and 
unmitigated. 

Significant impacts to segments of La Jolla Village Drive between 1-5 and 1-805 could be 
mitigated below a level of significance by the addition of lanes. The applicant, however, 
has indicated that it would not implement all recommended street segment mitigation 
along La Jolla Village Drive because widening the roadway up to 10 thru lanes plus 
multiple additional turn lanes would be inconsistent with community character and urban 
design policies in the University Community Plan, Significant impacts would be partially 
mitigated by providing an additional eastbound lane along La Jolla Village between 
Towne Center Drive and 1-805 by restriping and restricting parking and by implementing 
intersection mitigation at Regents Road, Genesee Avenue, Executive Way, and Towne 



Center Drive. Impacts to these street segments would remain significant and unmitigated 
following implementation ofthe above mitigation. 

SANDAG has identified future improvements to both 1-5 and 1-805 within the project 
area. These improvements are part of the Mobility 2030 Plan. Payment of fair-share fees 
by the project applicant (totaling $3.38 million) would contribute funding toward the 
study, design or implementation of traffic operational improvements (i.e., auxiliary lanes) 
on 1-805 between La Jolla Village Drive and SR-52. 
The project applicant would construct project improvements that would either extend 
queue storage for existing lanes or provide a high occupancy vehicle lane at affected 
freeway ramps. The improvements would not technically mitigate project impacts (i.e. 
reduce ramp meter delays); rather, they would provide additional queue storage and are 
deemed feasible. In addition, planned freeway improvements on 1-5 and 1-805 would 
offer partial mitigation for ramp meter impacts. However, direct and cumulative impacts 
to freeway ramp meters would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Air Quality 

Standard dust control mitigation measures would be implemented during both phases of 
construction to reduce the amount of PMio and PM2.5 generated during project build out. 
Dust control measures would be required during grading and demolition activities to 
partially reduce emissions. Based on the combined control efficiencies associated with 
the mitigation measures, it was conservatively assumed that fugitive dust emissions from 
grading and demolition would be reduced by 50 percent, and from materials handling 
(export) by 50 percent. It was assumed that demolition emissions would be controlled by 
36 percent. PMio emissions from both construction phases would remain above 100 lbs/day 
and PM2.5 emissions from the first construction phase would remain above 55 lbs/day. 
Therefore, the PMIQ and PM2.5 impact to ambient air quality would remain significant and 
unmitigable during temporary construction of both phases. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce operational emissions of ROC 
(which contributes to O3 concentrations in the atmosphere) and PMio, which are mainly 
associated with traffic. Subsequently, significant impacts to regional air quality (i.e., the 
ability ofthe air basin to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards for O3) on both 
a project and cumulative level would remain significant. However, wilh improvements in 
vehicle emission standards and phase out of older vehicles, emissions of ROC would 
decrease with time and ultimately be below the quantitative threshold (see Table 5.4-19). 
In addition, the project would feature transit improvements, transportation demand 
management measures and enhance pedestrian connections in and around the UTC area, 
thus reducing the project's contribution to O3 precursors. Operational emissions of PMio 
mainly attributable to vehicles on public roads would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Public Utilities 

Cumulative impacts associated with solid waste generation would be reduced through the 
implementation of a waste management plan required to mitigate direct impacts to 



landfill capacity. However, cumulative impacts would remain significant and 
unmitigable because full mitigation of solid waste impacts would require actions that are 
beyond the control of any one project (e.g., new or expanded landfills). 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT (See attached Draft EIR for a detailed 
description of mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the project): 

Transportation/Circulation 

The proposed project includes mitigation for impacts to intersections and freeway 
segments. 

Although not required to mitigate a significant impact, the project applicant would widen 
Nobel Drive along the project site's frontage (from Genesee Avenue to Lombard Place) 
as part of NUC-J, a FBA improvement. 

Mitigation would be required to reduce significant near-term impacts to studied 
intersections including La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road, La Jolla Village 
Drive/Genesee Avenue, La Jolla Village Drive/Towne Centre Drive, Nobel 
Drive/Lombard Place, Towne Centre Drive/North UTC Driveway, Towne Centre 
Drive/South UTC Project Driveway and Governor Drive/Genesee Avenue. Mitigation at 
each intersection would include one ofthe following: (1) providing dedicated turn lanes, 
(2) constructing additional lanes, (3) installing traffic signals or (4) constructing a raised 
center median to permit right-tum only movements. Significant cumulative impacts to 
La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 southbound ramps, La Jolla Village Drive/Executive Way, 
Nobel Drive/Genesee Avenue and Decoro Street/Genesee Avenue in the horizon year 
would be mitigated by striping, restriping or reconfiguration by roadway widening to 
provide additional lanes. 

The recommended parking supply, in concert with an off-site shared parking program for 
center employees, would be sufficient to meet parking demands for the proposed project 
during all hours ofthe day, with the exception of weekend days in December. Impacts to 
the parking supply would be considered significant and mitigated to below a level of 
significance through the expansion of the existing off-site employee program during the 
month of December and incorporation of a parking management and monitoring program 
to ensure parking needs for the expanded center would be met. 

Air Quality 

Emissions of NOx would be mitigated by staggering the construction phases of retail and 
residenlial development or using low NOx off-road construction equipment. Additional 
emissions reductions are anticipated as cleaner engines are introduced and low NOx 
emissions standards promulgated by CARB are phased in for off-road construction 
equipment starting in 2010. 



The project would contribute to an obstruction in the implementation ofthe Regional Air 
Quality Strategy (RAQS) for ROC, despite the implementation of project design features 
and transportation demand management measures to control ROC as set forth in the 
RAQS for both construction and operation. Control measures for the proposed project 
include the use of low-ROC paints, adhesives and solvents and installation of low 
emission water heaters and furnaces where required. Such control measures would 
reduce direct impacts to less than significant levels. Cumulative impacis would remain 
unmitigable. 

Paleontological Resources 

The project site is underlain by one or more geologic formations exhibiting moderate to 
high paleontological resource sensitivity. Excavations of up to a maximum depth of 
approximately 40 feet would occur under the proposed project. Impacts to fossils could 
occur during earthwork activities. Such impacts would be direct and short-term, as 
potential for damage to paleontological resources would only occur during project 
construction. Mitigation measures, including paleontological monitoring during 
construction, would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to a level 
below significant. 

Public Utilities 

Due to an existing deficiency in the sewer line within Genesee Avenue, renovation of 
UTC would cause this sewer line to be undersized, thereby resulting in a cumulatively 
significant impact. As part of mitigation, the project applicant would contribute their fair 
share to the cost of upsizing and relocating the sewer line within Genesee Avenue. 

Anticipated solid waste generation following the buildout ofthe proposed project would 
result in significant impacts on both a project and cumulative level. Mitigation would 
require the preparation of a waste management plan, which would reduce project direct 
impacts to less than significance, while cumulative impacts would remain unmitigable as 
discussed above. 

Construction Effects 

Due to the degraded existing conditions of local street segments and intersections 
immediately adjacent to the UTC property, the potential exists for a significant impact on 
traffic conditions during project construction. Vehicle trips related to construction (i.e., 
transport of equipment and excess soil/demolition debris) would not be allowed to occur 
during peak traffic hours (e.g., 7 a.m. to 9 a.m. and 4 p.m. to 6 p.m.). This mitigation 
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Construction noise would 
be mitigated through the implementation of temporary barriers between equipment noise 
and adjacent residential development. 



NO MITIGATION REQUIRED: 

After analysis, impacts in the following issue areas were found to be not significant under 
CEQA for the proposed project: land use, hydrology/water quality, public utilities 
(water and stormwater), and water conservation. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

The following alternatives were considered for detailed discussion in the EIR. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be adopted, no 
expansion of the existing retail uses would be implemented, no new parking facilities 
would be built and no new residential development would be constructed on sile. The No 
Project Alternative would avoid significant project-related impacts to aesthetic/visual 
quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, paleontological resources, public utilities 
(sewer and solid waste) and traffic associated with construction. Although the No Project 
Alternative would eliminate direct impacts lo traffic/circulation, many of the 
cumulatively significant impacts to intersections, roadway segments and freeway 
facilities would still occur due to existing and future traffic congestion predicted in the 
project area without the project. The No Project Alternative would not achieve any ofthe 
basic projecl objectives. 

No Residential Alternative 

Under the No Residential Alternative, the 250 to 725 residential units would be 
eliminated from the proposed project and up to 750,000 square feet of expanded retail 
floor area or, under the other land use scenarios in the Master PDP, office or hotel uses 
would still be constructed. A CPA would be required to increase the retail development 
intensity allocated to the UTC property in Table 3 of the Development Intensity Element, 
to make references to the potential office/hotel uses, and modify urban design and 
parking policies within the urban node. In addition, the project applicant would likely 
rezone (from the community commercial zone) the property to regional commercial to be 
consistent with its land use designation in the University Community Plan and to allow 
increased building heights. 

Impacts to aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, 
hydrology/water quality, paleontological resources, public utilities, water conservation 
and construction related traffic would be slightly less than the proposed project. Impacts 
to aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, and cumulative solid 
waste would remain significant and unmitigable. The No Residential Alternative would 
attain most of the basic project objectives, although the elimination of residential units 
would lessen the City's ability to construct new housing near transit and 
commercial/retail uses as encouraged in the Strategic Framework Element ofthe Progress 
Guide and General Plan. Housing needs of the City would be met where underdeveloped 



or undeveloped land with approved residential density exists. It is possible that sites with 
higher approved density would not be able to offer the regional transit connections, 
including various MTS/NCTD bus routes and possible LRT, that the UTC property will 
provide. Under this alternative, residential development could be scattered throughout the 
City, rather than concentrated near a regional transit center. 

No Retail Expansion Alternative 

Under the No Retail Expansion Alternative, up to 725 residential unils would remain as 
proposed and none of the retail expansion would be constructed. A CPA would still be 
required to increase development intensity and to allow for residential use on site. The 
residential units would be constructed as originally proposed. Minimal circulation 
improvements would be implemented as part of the alternative. The project applicant 
would not relocate or expand the bus transit center for this alternative since no changes in 
the configuration of the retail and parking areas would be required. 

Impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality, paleontological 
resources, public utilities, water conservation and construction related traffic would be 
slightly less than the proposed project. Impacts to aesthetics/visual quality, 
transportation/circulation, air quality, and cumulative solid waste would remain 
significant and unmitigable. The No Retail Expansion Alternative would not attain any 
of the basic project objectives related to retail developmenl; retail development would 
have to be constructed elsewhere in the community to satisfy the unmet need in the UTC 
service area. 

Reduced Project Alternative 

The purpose of developing a Reduced Project Alternative other than the alternatives 
described above was to define a level of development that would avoid significant and 
unmitigable traffic impacts to the freeway mainline of 1-805 and reduce project trips on 1-
5 and SR-52. Calculations conducted by the project traffic engineer determined that the 
project applicant would have to scale back the Master PDP to a 435,000 sf retail 
expansion with no residential, hotel or office uses allowed. A 435,000-sf retail project 
would involve the construction of two department stores (for a net increase of 200,000 sf 
after demolition of two existing department stores) and up to 235,000 sf of general retail 
shops. This alternative would include the relocation but not expansion of the transit 
center. 

Elimination of a portion of the retail development and the potential 
residential/hotel/office towers on site would avoid significant and unmitigable impacts to 
visual character (aesthetics/visual quality). Adoption ofthe Reduced Project Alternative 
would lessen impacts of the proposed project to freeways; however, traffic impacts to 
local roads and intersections would still be significant and unmitigable on a project and 
cumulative level and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would still occur. In 
addition, impacts to hydrology/water quality, paleontological resources, public utilities, 
water conservation and construction related traffic would be slightly less than the 
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proposed project. The reduction in retail square footage associated with the Reduced 
Project Alternative would, however, not be consistent with one objective, wherein the 
center is expanded in an economically feasible manner. The amount of general shop 
space (235,000 sf) would not be a sufficient retail base to offset the costs of expanding 
the two department stores (200,000 sf). Thus, although this alternative would appear to 
attain most of the basic project objectives, the reduction in retail combined with an 
elimination of residential, hotel and office space would nol achieve the project 
applicant's basic objectives and would lessen the City's ability lo construct a mixed use 
project near transit as envisioned in the Strategic Framework Element of the Progress 
Guide and General Plan. It would also eliminate the applicant's ability to expand the 
transit center on site. 

Reduced Building Height Alternative 

The purpose of the Reduced Building Height Alternative was to define a level of 
development that would avoid significant and unmitigable aesthetics/visual quality 
impacts related to the bulk and scale of buildings that exceed established patterns in the 
community. Under the Reduced Building Height Alternative, the taller residential, hotel 
and/or office structures in the University Central, Nobel Heights, La Jolla Terrace and 
Towne Center Gardens districts of the site would be limited to the maximum height of 
nearby structures in the community, the tallest of which is the Wells Fargo Bank building 
that stands at an elevation of 240 feet above grade. The building footprints would be 
broadened and the profile of the development would be wider to accommodate the same 
amount of development. No other changes to the proposed project or its planned land 
uses would occur under this allemative. 

The maximum structure height would comply with the existing pattern of developmenl in 
the community rather than exceed it resulting in a less than significanl impact on 
aesthetics. Impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality, 
paleontological resources, public utilities, water conservation and construction effects 
would be similar to those anticipated for the proposed project since the development 
envelope and intensity would not change under this altemalive. Significant and 
unmitigable impacts associated with traffic, air quality and solid waste would still occur. 
The reduction in building height would reduce the design flexibility for the 
residential/hotel/office development and could prevent the applicant from being able to 
construct affordable housing on site. 

^ ^ Q - _ ^ ^ L Z ^ August 9, 2007 
Cecilia Gallardo, AICP Date of Draft Report 
Assistant Deputy Director 
Development Services Department 

April 7, 2008 

Analyst; M. Blake 
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DISTRIBUTION: 

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or notice ofthe 
draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency: 

Federal Government 
Commanding Officer, Marine Corps Air Bases Western Area, MCAS Miramar (13) 

State of California 
State Clearinghouse (87) 
California Air Resources Board (9) 
Department of Transportation, District 11 (31) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44) 
Departmenl of Toxic Substances Control 

Countv of San Diego 
Air Pollution Control District (65) 
Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Management Division 
(75) 
Department of Planning and Land Use (68) 

Citv of San Diego 
Mayor's Office (91) 
Councilmember Peters, District 1 (MS 10A) 
Councilmember Maienschein, District 5 (MS 10A) 
Councilmember Frye, Districi 6 (MS 10A) 
City Planning and Community Investment Department 

Community Planning (479) 
Park Development (93) 

Facilities Financing (MS 606F) 
Development Services 

Transportation Development (78) 
LDR-Planning 
Water Review 
Wastewater Review 
Landscape Review 
Environmental 
Project Management 

Fire and Life Safety Services (79) 
Police Department (93) 
Historical Resources Board (87) 
Library Department, Government Documents (81) 
University City Library (488) 
Environmental Services Department (93A) 
Metropolitan Wastewater Department 
Water Department (MS 906) 
City Attorney (MS 59) 
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Olher Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
San Diego City Schools (132) 
University Community Planning Group (480) 
University City Community Association (486) 
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275) 
Mira Mesa Community Planning Group (310) 
Clairemont Mesa Community Planning Committee (248) 
Clairemont Community Service Center (247) 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115) 
San Diego Transit Corporation (112) 
San Diego Association of Governments (108) 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century III (179) 
Community Planners Committee 
Friends of Rose Canyon 
Opal Trueblood (485) 

Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157) 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218) 
External Affairs - Municipal, Government/Community Relations (483) 
Milton Phegley, Government/Community Relations UCSD (482) 
Editor, The Guardian, UCSD (481) 
Center on Policy Initiatives 
Graham Forbes, Unite Here Local 30 
Westfield Corporation, Inc. 
Helix Environmental Planning, Inc. 
Bill Ferguson* 
J.H. Steinbach* 
PremaT. O'Hara* 
Marty Eberhardt * 
Elizabeth Hill * 
Linda Laird * 
Nancy Zvanovec* 
Lucille Raymond* 
Dan and Anna Gold* 
Garey Ramey* 
Mary Ann Klime* 
Kevin Wirsing* 
Neeta Kantak* 
Tom Remillard* 
Patti Colbum* 
Deborah Knight * 
E. Perusse* 
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Ty Tosdal* 
Herbert Handy* 
Richard Wheatley* 
Dr. Ernie Lippe * 
E.T. Lipscomb* 
David Karjanen* 

* Public Notice only. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

( ) Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness 
of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are 
attached al the end ofthe EIR. 

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were 
received during the public input period. The letters and responses follow. 

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, and any 
technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review 
Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES-1 I N T R O D U C T I O N 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the proposed University Towne Center 

(UTC) Revitalization project located in the northwestern portion of the Cicy of San Diego within the 

north University Community Plan area, less than five miles from the Pacific Ocean but outside of the 

coastal zone, as designated by the California Coastal Commission. The proposed project includes the 

redevelopment and renovation of a regional shopping center, which would require the approval of a 

Community Plan Amendment (CPA), Rezone, Master Planned Development Permit (Master PDP), 

Site Development Permit (SDP) and Vesting Tentative Map (VTM). Sewer and water easement 

vacations are also proposed. The proposed project would also relocate and expand public transit 

opportunities and pedestrian access on and around the U T C property. The proposed Master PDP 

would allow flexibility in the development of the center based on A D T generated by each use on the 

site and critical peak hour equivalency of AM inbound and PM outbound A D T movement. A D T and 

critical peak hour movements cannot exceed the proposed project scenario of 750,000 square feet of 

retail and 250 residential units (see Table 5.3-20). Examples of eight land use scenarios were 

addressed in the Draft EIR to illustrate how the center may develop under the guidelines of the 

Master PDP with a varying mix of retail, residential, hotel and office uses, however, in response to 

public review comments, the applicant has decided to no longer pursue developing hotel or office uses 

on the UTC property. Because hotel and office uses are no longer proposed, they have been 

eliminated from the Master PDP. The analysis for all of the land use scenarios, including those that 

contain hotel and/or office uses, remains in the EIR for information purposes. The Master PDP 

proposes eight different land usc scenarios that could result in the construction of a combination of 

uscs^including -up to 750,000 sqaare' feet (sf) of new retail, 725 multi^family-residcntial dwelling 

units. 250 hotel rooms and/or 35.000 sf of office space on site. Aas long as the mix of land uses dThe 

development intensity of the retail and residential uses cannot does not exceed the traffic parameters 

established in this analysis (Table 5.3-20).. any of thc--ci-ghtTand usc scenarios'could be constructed. 

The proposed projecc would allow for the phased development of up to 750,000 sf of new retail and 

entertainment space and 250 residential dwelling units, with the option to build less retail for more 

residential, hotel and/or office uses instead under the various land use scenarios in the Master PDP. 

The purpose of an EIR is to inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of che 

significanc environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways co minimize the significant effects 

and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121). This EIR 

is an informational document for use by the City of San Diego (che lead agency), decision-makers and 

members of che general public ro evaluate the environmental effeccs of the proposed UTC 

Revitalization project. 
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This EIR contains a project-specific analysis of the proposed project and serves as a Project EIR 

pursuant to Section 15161 of the Scace CEQA Guidelines. It has been prepared in accordance wich 

the guidelines for the preparation of EIRs issued by the City of San Diego (2002a) and complies with 

all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA, as amended and the Scace CEQA Guidelines 

(California Administrative Code 15000 et seq), as amended. 

In reviewing the application for the proposed project, the City of San Diego concluded that the 

proposed project could result in potentially significant environmental impacts. As lead agency for this 

EIR, the Ciry of San Diego conducced a public scoping meeting, in accordance with Section 21083-9 

of CEQA, and prepared a Scoping Letcer (2002b). The public scoping meeting was held on June 27, 

2002 at Forum Hall on the UTC property and was attended by interested individuals from local 

organizations, public and other entities. The meeting was recorded and a written transcript of the 

event was prepared. After the scoping meecing was held, che Scoping Leccer was distributed with the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated July 12, 2002, to all responsible and trustee agencies, as well as 

various governmental agencies including the Office of Planning and Research's State Clearinghouse. 

Comments on the NOP were received from the U.S. Marine Corps, Caltrans, Native American 

Heritage Commission, Metropolitan Transit Development Board, San Diego Association of 

Governments, Friends of Rose Canyon, UC Golden, Center for Policy Initiative and various members 

of the public. 

ES-2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is developed wich che existing regional shopping center, which feacures deparcmenc 

stores, specialty retail shops, automotive service shops, limited entertainment venues (e.g., ice rink), 

community meeting rooms, bus transit center, several surface parking lots, two parking structures and 

landscaped medians. A seven-acre developed open space occurs on site between the southern edge of 

the shopping center and Towne Centre Drive. The developed open space features landscaping, lawn 

and pedestrian pathways. The property is flanked by several public roads, including Lajolla Village 

Drive, Genesee Avenue, Nobel Drive and Towne Centre Drive. Vehicular access to the site occurs 

from these public roads via five separate driveways. Pedestrian access is available from sidewalks 

within the public rights-of-way, a walkway through an adjacent open space and cwo above-grade 

pedescrian bridges over Lajolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue, respeccively. 

The projecc site is surrounded by urban development, including office towers, hotel establishments, 

commercial/retail uses and high-density residential development. Immediately north ofthe site along 

Lajolla Village Drive are multi-story office cowers, rescaurancs and the Embassy Suites tower. To the 

east are multi-story office developments, a synagogue, a church and commercial/retail strip center. 

West of the site along Genesee Avenue is a commercial/retail strip center, high-density residential 

scruccures and developing residenrial uses associaced with the Costa Verde project. To the south are 

single-family residences and higher density residential development along Towne Centre Drive and 

Nobel Drive, including townhome and condominium projects. Higher density residential 
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development also occurs along the Lombard Way driveway on to the project site. Farther from the 

site along Genesee Avenue is University High School, Rose Canyon open space and single-family 

residential development representing the south University City area. To the northwest of the site and 

north of La Jolla Village Drive is the University of California, San Diego (UCSD). Office, industrial 

park, institutional and residential uses occur farther north of the site along Genesee Avenue and 

Towne Centre Drive. The airfield for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar is situated 

approximately five miles east of the UTC site along Miramar Road. 

The majority of the site is developed with 1,061,400 sf of shopping center buildings and surface lot 

and structure parking facilities. The existing UTC shopping center operates under Planned 

Commercial Development permit 83-0117. Public water and sewer mains and easements exist on site 

and generally traverse around buildings and through che parking lot in the northwest corner of the 

property. 

The topography of the shopping mall portion of the site ranges in elevation from a high of 380 feet 

above mean sea level (amsl) in the northeast near the Sears department store and parking lot to a low 

of 360 feet amsl ro the west adjacent to the former Robinson's-May department score and parking lot. 

Topography for the developed open space ranges from 375 feet amsl near its interface with the 

shopping center and slopes downward in elevation to 300 feet amsl near Towne Centre Drive. N o 

native habitat or natural drainages occur on site. The project site generally drains south-southeast off 

site into Rose Canyon, which ultimately flows to Mission Bay. 

The site is subject co the planning guidelines and policies of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and 

General Plan, including the University Community Plan and the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). 

ES-3 PROJECT D E S C R I P T I O N 

The UTC Revicalizacion projecc (proposed projecc) is che proposed redevelopmenc and renovation of a 

regional shopping center that was originally constructed in the City of San Diego in rhe late 1970's, 

opened in 1977, and expanded in 1984. The proposed project addresses the current inadequacies of 

the department stores, specialty retail shops, dining and entertainment options, as well as the isolated 

nature of the center from the surrounding community. The proposed project includes renovation of 

the existing regional shopping center through the construction of new and expanded retail and the 

addicion of residenrial development on site. The proposed project also addresses the regional 

transportation agencies' goal of expanding public transportation opportunities to ease traffic 

congescion wichin che University and Golden Triangle area by providing opportunities for mid- and 

long-range public transportation improvements chat are currently being contemplated for the project 

area. The basic project objectives for the U T C Revitalization project are as follows: 

R l . Revitalize an existing regional shopping center which balances the functional needs of the 

existing center in a way that better serves the surrounding University service area, which has 
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expanded substantially through population growth and urban development over the last 15 to 

20 years. 

p}2. Create land use districts on site that will provide the project applicant the flexibility to develop 

a mixture of retail; and residential,- hotel and/or office uses within each district based on 

changing market demand. 

p[3. Develop updated, expanded and enhanced retail and entertainment spaces in a comprehensive 

and economically feasible manner to enable commercial tenants to be competitive in che 

changing retail and entertainment marketplaces. 

p}4. Create an improved street presence for the shopping center by removing existing landscaped 

berms and placing a new community plaza and buildings on the perimeter of the center to 

provide visual identity, provide pedestrian gateways from the public sidewalks into the activity 

centers and courtyards of the project, and serve as a strong focal point of activity for the urban 

node of the University community. 

ffi. Introduce residential use to the shopping center site to minimize local trips and encourage 

cransit use in the urban core of central San Diego County. 

FI6. Reserve right-of-way on site for expanded public transportation facilities to beccer serve che 

University communicy and renovared center in a location that will support transit-oriented 

development in the urban core of central San Diego County. 

H7. Enhance the utilization of pedescrian and bicycle linkages from UTC to and from the 

surrounding community. 

RS. Provide for improved and expanded community facilities at the shopping center. 

ffo. Offer a broader range of goods and services by providing updated and expanded retail, dining 

and entertainment options that promote extended stays at the center and are within the 

University City community and serve as a means to reduce peak hour commute trips in the 

project area. 

R10.Implement a green building program under the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design (LEED) certification process which would result in a highly sustainable developmenc 

through the use of low energy systems, sustainable landscape and water conservation. 

R l l . Provide a range of for-sale or rental, market race housing, including required affordable 

housing on sice. 
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Project Characterist ics 

The project applicant is requesting City approval of a CPA, Rezone, Master PDP, SDP and VTM to 

implement the proposed project. Sewer and water easement vacations are also requested. A 

descripcion of these discretionary actions is provided below. All uses would be consistent with che 

developmenc regulacions for the proposed Commercial (CR-1-1) zone defined in the City of San Diego 

Land Development Code (Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 5 of che SDMC), wich che excepcion of a 

deviation from the height restrictions that is described below under the Master PDP/SDP heading. 

Communi ty Plan A m e n d m e n t 

The proposed project would require approval of an amendmenc co the University Community Plan, 

which would modify both policy text and graphics in the Community Plan to shift La JoJJa Village 

Drive and Genesee Avenue from auto-oriented roadways to components of the urban node pedestrian 

network, and to increase the retail square footage, and allow for residential—hotel and office 

development on site. These policy changes would encourage infill development that may enhance 

street vitality in the urban core of the University Community area by opening up the shopping center 

to a more pedestrian-oriented scale and avoiding the "superblock" arrangement of uses that has 

historically been the development pattern in the community. Specifically, policy language in the 

Urban Design Element of the Community Plan would remove references to the auto-oriented aspects 

of La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue within the urban node, remove the goal of retaining the 

sloping landscape berms along those roadways and would remove a limitation on the height of in-fill 

development along the urban node pedestrian network. The specific policy language changes are 

described in detail in Section 5.1, Land Use, ofthis report. In addition, Figures 9, 10, 11 and 12 in the 

Community Plan would be updated to reflect the proposed policy changes. 

In terms of land use changes co the Community Plan, the UTC shopping center is recognized as a 

Regional Commercial use in the University Community Plan. The canyon open space contained on site 

along Towne Centre Drive is recognized as Open Space in the Open Space and Recreation Element of 

the Community Plan and its land use designation would not change under the proposed project. The 

Community Plan Amendment (CPA) would modify the intensity table within the Development 

Intensity Element to increase the retail square footage allowed on sice by che Community Plan from 

1,061,000 ro up to 1,811,400 sf and add reference to the up to 725 proposed residential units-attd 

possible-hotel and office-uses. Table 7 and Figure 29 in the Residential Element of the community 

plan would also be modified co incorporate che up to 725 multi-family unics proposed on sice (i.e., che 

maximum number of unics chat could be implemented on sice). The UTC property would be 

identified on Figure 29 as having the potential for residential development at an overall density of 29 

dwelling units per acre (du/ac), in accordance wich che densicy calculacions contained in che CR-1-1 

zone. Table ES-1 contains a summary ofthe proposed land uses. 
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Table ES-1 
PROPOSED LAND USES 

Land Use Category 

Department Stores, Specialty Recail, 
Restaurants, Community Uses 
Multi-family Residential 
Hotel 
Office 
Open Space 

Existing Center 

1,061,400 sfgla 

None 
X T 

X T 

7.0 acres 

Proposed Net 
Redevelopment 

750,000 sfgla 

Up to 725 units 
Up to-250 rooms 

Proposed Total 

1,810,400 sfgla 

Up to 725 units 
Up to 250 rooms 
Up to 35,000 sf 

7.0 acres 
Source: Westfield Corporation, Inc. 2007. 
gla - gross leasable area 

Rezone 

The majority o f the project site is currently zoned Commercial (CC-1-3) for community commercial 

uses, except for a small portion of the existing open space which is zoned residential (RS-1-14). In 

recognition of the regional character of the UTC shopping center and the Regional Commercial land 

use designation in the University Community Plan, the projecc applicanc is proposing co rezone che 

portion of the property that is designated Regional Commercial in che Community Plan to 

Commercial (CR-1-1) for regional commercial uses, leaving the portion of the site designated as Open 

Space in the Community Plan zoned CC-1-3 and RS-1-14. The purpose of the Regional Commercial 

zone is to provide areas for a broad mix of retail and other uses; the zone is intended to accommodate 

large-scale, high intensity developmencs located along major streets, primary arterials and major 

public transportation lines. The CR-1-1 zone allows a mix of regional serving commercial and 

residenrial uses, with an auto orientation. Multi-family residential, hotel and office development isare 

permitted in the CR- l - l zone provided they are part o fa mixed-use (commercial/residential) project. 

Master P lanned Deve lopmen t Permit/Site D e v e l o p m e n t Permi t 

The proposed project would be implemented in two construction phases. The primary focus of the 

first construction phase would be the renovation of the existing shopping center, which would expand 

the retail space by up to 750,000 sf, relocate the existing bus transit station and construct residential 

units in the northwestern portion of the site, while che laccer phase of conscruccion would involve the 

development of residential units south of the existing Sears department store and west of the existing 

Macy's department store. Specific design guidelines are proposed by the project applicant to provide 

a comprehensive framework for the architectural and landscape design for the project. The guidelines 

address various general details about the design, such as the building height, bulk and massing, site 

orientation, architecture, building materials and parking. 
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As an option to this proposed land use scenario (i.e., 750,000 sf of retail and 250 residential units), the 

project applicant is requesting that the Master PDP allow for up to seven other potential land use 

scenarios provided they have similar or less average daily traffic (ADT) and critical peak hour 

movements compared to the proposed project. Table ES-2, Land Use Scenarios, depicts the different 

uses proposed under each land use scenario. This EIR evaluates the worst-case conditions that could 

be experienced under any of aHthe eight land use scenarios originally proposed by the Master PDPa 

and includes a discussion of the hotel and office uses for information purposes only since they are no 

longer proposed by the applicant and have been removed from the Master PDP. Therefore, 

depending on the issue, the EIR identifies which land use scenario would resulc in che maximum or 

worst-case impacts. 

Table ES-2 
POTENTIAL LAND USE SCENARIOS1 

Project Scenarios 

Proposed Project 

Scenario 2: Maximum Residential 
Scenario 3: Maximum Hotel 
Scenario 4: Maximum Office 
Scenario 5: All Uses 
Scenario 6: No Hotel 
Scenario 7: No Office No. 1 
Scenario 8: No Office No. 2 

Lane 
Retail 

750,000 sf 
610,000 sf 
525.000 sf 
525,000 sf 
375,000 sf 
425,000 sf 
425,000 sf 
350,000 sf 

Residential 
250 units 
725 unics 

250 units 
500 units 
300 units 
610 units 

Use 
Hotel 

185 rooms 

100 rooms 

250 rooms 
250 rooms 

Office 

35,000 sf 
35,000 sf 
35,000 sf 

'The Mascer P D P would allow flexibility in rhe development of the center based on A D T generated by each use on che site 
and cricical peak hour equivalency of AM inbound and PM oucbound A D T movement . A D T and ccicical peak hour 
movemencs cannot exceed the proposed project scenario (see Table 3.^-20). Examples of eighc land use scenarios are 
provided ro illustrace how the center may develop under the guidelines of che Master P D P with a vatyinp mix of retail, 
residential, hotel and office uses, as long as the mix of land uses developmenc intensity does not exceed the traffic 
parameters established in this analysis (Table 5.3-20). As noted above, the applicant has decided to revise the Master P D P 
to eliminate all hotel or office uses. The analysis of the scenarios containing such uses temains in this report for 
information purposes. 

At a point in time when detailed building and landscape drawings for the project are submitted to the 

City for approval, the project applicant would request that they be processed under the Substantial 

Conformance Review (SCR) process (as outlined in Section 126.0112 of the SDMC). If the 

development request is in excess of 50,000 sf, the SCR would be a Process Two approval, whereas 

development proposals under 50,000 sf would be subject to a Process One approval. City staff would 

have to determine that any future building permit is consistent with che proposed design guidelines 

and the Master PDP; otherwise, the project applicant may have to apply for an amendment ro che 

Master PDP, as necessary. Although not contemplated ac this time, any amendment to the approved 

Master PDP would be addressed under a separate environmental review document. 
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Circulation improvemencs are proposed as pare of che proposed projecc to enhance vehicular travel, 

pedestrian linkages and public transportation services in and around the property. Internal vehicular 

circulation would continue via a loop-type circulation pattern through the property, which would link 

wich che existing entry/exit driveways with the adjacent public roads. Specifically, the existing 

internal loop road connection from the existing northern entrance at La Jolla Village Drive/Executive 

Way would be reconfigured on site to direct traffic below the new retail expansion and along che new 

parking structures to the existing western driveway entrance along Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Way. 

Connections to the proposed parking garages would also be provided from the realigned loop road. A 

new driveway is proposed as part of University Central, which would connect to Genesee Avenue 400 

feet south of its intersection wich La Jolla Village Drive. The private driveway would be right-

in/right-out only and provide drop-off/pick-up/valet service for shopping center patrons. All othet 

access points to the shopping center would remain as currently configured, although signals would be 

installed at the Nobel Drive and south entrance along Towne Centre Drive driveways. 

The project would implement some of the proposed public transportation improvements currently 

envisioned for the UTC property in the Transit First program being implemented by che San Diego 

Associacion, of Governments (SANDAG). Specifically, the project would relocate and expand the 

existing bus transit center and the project applicant would install more bicycle racks throughout the 

property. Two transit center locations were identified through discussions with SANDAG, San Diego 

Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) and the City of San Diego. The proposed design and capacity of 

the centers would reflect the need of SANDAG and MTS. The preferred location ofthe transit center 

would be at the southeast corner of the Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court intersection. The other 

potential location would be within the University Central district along La Jolla Village Drive, near 

the Genesee Avenue intersection. The exiscing bus transit center on site would be expanded from 6 to 

11 bus bays with implemencacion of che Genesee Avenue cransit center to allow an expansion in bus 

service. The proposed project would also reserve right-of-way along its frontage with Genesee Avenue 

for the proposed transit center and planned extension of a light rail transit line through the University 

City/Golden Triangle area, with a stop proposed at a new station along Genesee Avenue near UTC. 

The new station would be elevated above the median of Genesee Avenue, at the intersection of 

Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court. The locacion along Genesee Avenue is che preferred site by the 

project applicant because the dedicated transit signal and access on Genesee Avenue would allow 

buses to operate wichout incerfering with UTC customer traffic, thus providing a more reliable and 

efficient service. If the cransit cenrer were placed adjacenc co La Jolla Village Drive, there would be a 

potential for traffic delays and conflicts with UTC customers and delivery trucks. In addition, the 

Genesee Avenue transit center location would not reduce the number of planned parking spaces, as 

would implementation of a Lajolla Village Drive transit cencer location. The Genesee Avenue transit 

cenrer also would be more compatible with the future station for the Mid-Coast light rail transit 

system on Genesee Avenue because ic would closer and would provide easy access for cransfers to che 

scation. Opportunities would also be provided for community shuttles, the Superloop and other 

transportation alternatives at the proposed transit center. 
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Enhancements in pedestrian access are also proposed to reduce local dependence on single-occupancy 

vehicles, including the integration of sidewalks, walkways and connections to existing elevated 

pedestrian bridges over Genesee Avenue and La Jolla Village Drive. The upper-level retail near the 

northwestern corner of the project would connect with the existing pedestrian bridges over La Jolla 

Village Drive and Genesee Avenue. The existing pedestrian bridge over Genesee. Avenue would be 

maintained or replaced and would connect University Central wich the planned Monte Verde 

residential cowers across che street. A second bridge over Genesee Avenue could be constructed when 

SANDAG develops the Mid-Coast LRT station in the cencer of Genesee Avenue just souch of 

Esplanade Court. This potential pedestrian connection with the UTC property could connect the on-

site transit center with the LRT and properties to the west. A new pedestrian bridge would also be 

constructed by the project applicant over La Jolla Village Drive (east of the Executive Drive 

intersection), in accordance with NUC-42 in the North University City Facilities Benefit Assessment 

(FBA) plans. The two new traffic signals at driveways along Towne Centre Drive and Nobel Drive 

would also be striped with crosswalks to improve pedestrian access to the project site. Non

contiguous sidewalks are proposed along Lajolla Village Drive, Genesee Avenue, Towne Centre Drive 

and Nobel Drive to provide protection for pedestrians and encourage their use. 

Retail parking would be provided in existing surface parking lots and proposed parking structures. 

The recommended parking supply for the proposed project would be 7,163 on-site parking spaces to 

meet the needs of December weekday customer, employee parking and 425 reserved spaces for 

tenants of the residential units. In addition, the existing off-site employee parking program would be 

expanded during weekends in December. 

Proposed utilicy improvemencs would consisc of removing a porcion of che on-site sewer and water 

mains and replacing them with private mains. In addition, the project site would be connected to the 

City's reclaimed water system. All proposed on-site utilities would be covered by a private utilicy 

easemenc. A major porcion of the existing utilities along the northern and western portions of the 

project site would be removed and the easements covering these utilities would be vacated. Existing 

sewer and water mains and associated easements along the southern portion of the project site would 

remain. 

To reduce utility loads, the project applicant proposes to achieve a high certification within the LEED 

Green Building Rating System, which is the nationally accepted benchmark for the design, 

construction, and operation of high performance green buildings. The project has been accepced as a 

LEED-ND (Neighborhood Development) pilot project by che U.S. Green Building Council. The 

LEED-ND pilot program integrates the principals of smart growth, new urbanism and green 

building. The project applicant has generated sustainability strategies for the redevelopment of the 

UTC shopping center, including those associated with landscape, lighting, electrical, structural and 

HVAC systems. 
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D e v e l o p m e n t Regulat ions 

As noted above, the proposed project would incorporate rhe City of San Diego Land Development Code 

regulations for the Regional Commercial zone (CR-1-1). These development regulations govern lot 

area, setbacks, structure height, floor area ratio, parking, landscaping, and building articulation, 

among other factors. A deviation from the height limit in the CR-1-1 zone is requested by the project 

applicant to allow for the development of several taller retail structures, residential scruccures, and 

parking garages and possibly hotel or office structures. 

A deviacion from the height limit in the CR-1-1 zone is requested by che projecc applicant to allow for 

the development of several taller retail and architectural structures near the commercial center and the 

residential structure on che project site. The maximum height of the residential structure would be 

325 to 390 feet above grade depending on the location of the structure relative to the MCAS Miramar 

airfield. A Notice of Construction or Alteration has been submitted to the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) to allow for the proposed building heights. The final height of the structure 

would be determined when building drawings are prepared. In addition, parking would occupy more 

than 50 percent of che street frontage (a deviation from SDMC § 131.0556). 

Design Guide l ines 

The general design characteristics in the Master PDP contain guidelines and requirements related to 

architecture, landscaping, lighting, signage and other design elements of new construction and 

describe how the proposed project would implement many of the planning principles from the 

University Community Plan related to the urban node pedestrian network, pedestrian overpasses and 

screet level crossings, and urban form and cohesiveness. The general architectural guidelines within 

che Master P D P address how new structures would relate to the pedestrian network and street 

frontage. Specific design characteristics contained within the Master PDP are directed at the specific 

uses proposed on site. Such characteristics include limiting the building height and architectural 

features of retail structures to 100 feet, varying heights and widths of storefronts, articulating 

storefronts, providing merchandising front yards in designated area along storefronts, and providing 

patio seating, shade canopies and trellises. 

The Residential and Hotel-Design Guidelines for the proposed project establish design standards for 

the development of residential and/or hotel structures and associated parking structures. The 

guidelines would be implemented during design of the residential/hotel porrion of the project, which 

would be pursued by another party, with the permission of the project applicant. They address design 

concepts such as project height, bulk and massing, site orientation, architecture, building materials, 

parking and the like. 

Any office buildings constructed on site would comply with the development regulations within the 

SDMC for the CR"i-l-zening designation. 

ES-10 



University Towne Center Revitalization Project Section ES 
Final EIR (SCH No. 2002071071; Project No. 2214) Executive Summary 

The architectural design of the transit facility would integrate with the UTC shopping center. The 

dimensions and organization of the bus transit facility and elevated LRT station would be consistent 

with che requirements of the Metropolitan Transit System Development Board of San-Diego and 

SANDAG. 

Parking structures would be constructed to complement surrounding buildings and would comply 

with the Parking Regulations defined in the SDMC Section 14.02.05 and the Urban Design Element 

ofthe General Plan. 

G r a d i n g P lan 

Grading for the proposed project would require approximately 643,000 cubic yards of cut and 51,000 

cubic yards of fill across the 39 acres affected by the project. All removed material would be exported 

off site for proper disposal or use by another approved development. The deepest cuts would be 

approximately 40 feet for basement excavations. The fill slopes would rise up to 14 feet. Three tiered 

retaining walls with a maximum height of 12 feet each would be placed on site along Genesee Avenue 

in the southwestern portion of the site. Final finished floor elevations would range from 

approximately 355 to 380 feet above mean sea level (amsl) upon implementation of the grading plan. 

Approximately 566,000 sf, including three of the existing department store buildings of the existing 

center, would be demolished during project construction. 

Vesting Tenta t ive Map 

The project applicant also proposes approval of a VTM to consolidate existing lots, relocate existing 

lot lines and subdivide the land into 36 lots. The lots would range in size from 0.14 to 28.57 acres. 

In addition, approximately 1.15 acres of public right-of-way dedication is proposed on sire for new 

traffic lanes and bike lanes on Lajolla Village Drive, Genesee Avenue, Towne Center Drive, Lombard 

Place and Nobel Drive. Approximately 0.08 acre of right-of-way would be acquired along Towne 

Centre Drive. 

Discret ionary Act ions /Other Approvals 

The UTC Revitalization project described in this EIR would require EIR certification, 

CPA/Rezone/SDP/PDP/VTM approval and sewer and water easement vacations approval. 

Discretionary actions required by other agencies include a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit from the Regional Water Quality Control 

Boards and-an agreement between SANDAG, MTS and the applicant for bus/transit center relocation 

and expansion, an encroachment permit from Caltrans for freeway ramp improvements, and FAA 

approval of building heights. 
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ES-4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION 

The proposed project EIR addresses project impacts associated with the following nine issue areas in 

Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, ofthe report: 

• Land Use • Paleontology 

• Aesthetics/Visual Quality • Public Utilities 

• Transportation/Circulation • Water Conservation 

• Air Quality • Construction Effects 

• Hydrology/Water Quality 

The environmental effects discussed in Section 5-0 of the EIR are summarized in Table ES-3. In 

addition, Table ES-3 includes all mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 that would reduce 

project impacts and the level of significance following mitigation. The analyses and conclusions for 

each environmental issue are found in Sections 5.1 through 5.9- All project-specific significant 

environmental effects would be mitigated to below a level of significance, with the exception of 

aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation and air quality, which would be significant and 

unmitigable. The project also would contribute incrementally to cumulatively significant unmitigable 

impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality and public utilities (solid waste). 

ES-5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Based on initial environmental review of the project, the City of San Diego has determined that the 

proposed project would not have the potential to cause significant adverse effects associated with the 

following issue areas: agricultural/natural/mineral resources; biological resources; energy resources; 

historical resources; human health/hazardous materials; population and housing; and recreational 

resources. These topics have not, therefore, been addressed in detail in this EIR (refer to Section 6.0). 

ES-6 ALTERNATIVES 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be adopted, no expansion of 

the existing retail uses would be implemented, no new parking facilities would be built and no new 

residential development would be constructed on site. The ttansit center and community meeting 

space would remain in their present locations and would not be improved or expanded. The applicant 

would not relocate the transit center to a place where it could be used as a multi-modal transit station 

with the future light rail transit line and station proposed by San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANDAG) along Genesee Avenue. Because the existing shopping center is consistent with the 
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Development Intensity Element of in the University Community Plan, the center size would not change 

in the future and no new uses allowed by the underlying commercial (CC-1-3) zone would be added. 

Besides conflicting with the basic project objectives, che No Project Alternative would not assist the 

City in building more employment and housing opportunicies or expanding public transit facilities 

within the central portion ofthe County. Housing needs ofthe City would continue to be met where 

underdeveloped or undeveloped land with approved residential density exists. It is likely that sites 

with approved density would not be able to offer the transit connections that the UTC property 

provides and residential development could be scattered throughout the City, rather than 

concentrated near a transit center. 

No Residential Alternative 

Under the No Residential alternative, the 250 to 725 residential units would be eliminated from the 

proposed project and the 750,000 sf of expanded retail floor area or alternatively office or hotel uses 

would still be constructed. A CPA would be required to increase developmenc incensity allocated to 

the UTC property in Table 3 of the Development Intensity Element, to make references to the 

potential for office and hotel uses, and to modify policies related to urban design and parking. In 

addition, the project applicant would likely rezone the property for consistency with the University 

Community Plan regional commercial designation and ro allow for increased building heights for the 

retail structures. 

The No Residential Alternative would attain mestsome of the basic project objectives, although the 

elimination of residential units would lessen the City's ability to construct new housing near transit 

and commercial/retail uses as encouraged in the Strategic Framework Element of the Progress Guide 

and General Plan. Housing needs of the City would be met where underdeveloped or undeveloped 

land with approved residential densicy exiscs. Ic is likely chac sites with approved density would not be 

able co offer the transic conneccions that the UTC property provides and residential development 

could be scattered throughout the City, rather than concentrated near a transit center. 

No Retail Expansion Alcernative 

Under the No Retail Expansion Alternative, the 250 to 725 residential units would remain as 

proposed and none of the retail expansion would be constructed. A CPA would still be required to 

increase development intensity and to allow for residential use on site. Residential development is 

permitted in the existing CC-1-3 zone, although a PDP would likely be needed to exceed the height 

limitation of that zone. A VTM would be processed as part of this alternative to create a separate lot 

for the residential structure. The residential units would be constructed south of che Sears deparrmenc 

score as originally proposed. Minimal circulation improvements would be implemented as part ofthe 

alternative. The project applicant would not relocate or expand the bus transit center for this 

alternative since no changes in the configuration of the retail and parking areas would be required. 
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The N o Retail Expansion Alternative would lessen impacts of the proposed project, in particular 

traffic, in a way that would reduce significant project impacts. Otherwise, impacts ofthis alternative 

would be similar to those of the proposed project and no other significant impacts would be avoided. 

The N o Retail Expansion Alternative would not attain any of the basic project objectives related to 

retail development; retail deveiopment would have to be constructed elsewhere in the community to 

satisfy the unmet need in the UTC service area. 

R e d u c e d Project Alternative 

The purpose of developing a Reduced Project Alternative other than the alternatives described above 

was to define a level of development that would avoid significant and unmitigable traffic impacts to 

the freeway mainline of 1-805 and reduce project trips on 1-5 and SR-52. Calculations conducted by 

the project traffic engineer determined that the project applicant would have to scale back the Master 

P D P to a 435,000 sf retail expansion with no residential, hotel or office uses allowed. A 435,000-sf 

retail project would involve the construction of two department stores (for a net increase of 200,000 sf 

after demolition of two existing department stores) and up to 235,000 sf of general retail shops. This 

alternative would result in a 42 percent reduction in the horizontal expanse of the retail expansion 

allowed by the Master PDP and a 47 percent reduction in the general retail shop area. This 

alternative would include the relocation but not expansion ofthe transit center. 

Adoption ofthe Reduced Project Alternative would lessen impacts ofthe proposed project to freeways; 

however, traffic impacts to local roads and intersections would still be significant and unmitigable on a 

project and cumulative level and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would still occur. The 

Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate the mid- and high-rise building proposed on site, thus 

avoiding the significant and unmitigable aesthetics impacts to neighborhood character caused by the 

proposed project. The reduction in retail square footage associated with the Reduced Project 

Alternative would, however, not be consistent with Objective 3, wherein the center is expanded in an 

economically feasible manner. The amount of general shop space (235,000 sf) would not be a 

sufficient retail base to offset the costs of expanding the two department stores (200,000 sf)- Thus, 

although this alternative would appear co attain most o f the basic project objectives, the reduction in 

retail combined wich an elimination of residential, hotel and office space would not achieve the project 

applicant's key objectives and would lessen the City's ability to construct mixed use projects near 

transit (conflicting with Objectives 5 and 6) as envisioned in the Strategic Framework Element of the 

Progress Guide and General Plan. It would also eliminate the applicant's ability to expand the transit 

center on site. 

R e d u c e d Building He igh t Alternative 

The purpose of developing a Reduced Building Height Alternative, other chan the alternatives 

described above, was to define a level of development that would avoid significant and unmitigable 
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aesthetics/visual quality impacts related to the bulk and scale of buildings that exceed established 

patterns in the community. Under the Reduced Building Height Alternative, the taller residential, 

hotel and/or office structures in the University Central, Nobel Heights, La Jolla Terrace and Towne 

Center Gardens districts of the site would be limited to the maximum height of nearby structures in 

the community, the tallest of which is the Wells Fargo building that stands at an elevation of 240 feet 

above grade (approximately 645 feet amsl). A height deviation would still be required for the 

Reduced Building Height Alternative to allow structures taller than 60 feet or more; however, the 

maximum structure height would comply with the existing pattern of development in the community 

rather than exceed it resulting in a less than significant impact on visual character. No other changes 

to the proposed project or its planned land uses would occur under this alternative. The building 

footprints would be broadened and the profile of the towers would be wider to accommodate the 

residential units. 

Adoption of the Reduced Building Height Alternative would lessen significant and unmitigable 

impacts of the proposed project to aesthetics/visual quality related to the bulk and scale within the 

University City area; however, traffic impacts would still be significant and unmitigable on a project 

and cumulative level and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would still occur. All other 

impacts would be the same as the proposed project since the development intensity would not change 

under this alternative. The reduction in building height would reduce the design flexibility for the 

residential/hotel/office towers and could prevent the applicant from being able to achieve its affordable 

housing requirements on site. This alternative would be consistent with all other project objectives. 

ES-7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES T O BE RESOLVED 

Comments on the N O P were received by the City from four public agencies (California Department of 

Transportation {Caltrans], Native American Heritage Commission [NAHC] , Metropolitan Transit 

Development Board [MTDB] and SANDAG), three private/non-profit organizations (UC Golden, 

Friends of Rose Canyon and the Cencer on Policy Initiatives) and several interested citizens of the 

University City area. Pursuanc co §15123 of che Scace CEQA Guidelines, a discussion of general areas 

of controversy raised by these agencies, organizations and members ofthe public are considered herein. 

There were three main areas of controversy raised by those commencing on che N O P . First, concern 

was raised over the aesthetic/visual impacts of the proposed project in relacion co che University Cicy 

area. This issue is addressed in Section 5.2, Aesthetics/Visual Quality. Second, concern was raised over 

the potential incompatibilicy of che projecc wich land uses in the University City area. This issue is 

addressed in Section 5.1, Land Use. Finally, the issue of traffic, parking, circulation and transit 

development were recurring concerns for those commenting on the N O P . Traffic concerns centered 

on impacts from increased trips and congestion on street segments, intersections, freeways and freeway 

ramps in the University City area. In addition, traffic concerns also focused on the project's 

consistency with che University Community Plan and ics relacionship co che proposed widening of 

Genesee Avenue and/or bridge crossing on Regencs Road. Transic developmenc concerns centered on 
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consideration of the proposed development of an expanded transit facility at the UTC shopping center 

and use of alternative transportation methods in the University City area in light of traffic concerns. 

These traffic issues have all been addressed in Section 5.3, Transportation/'Circulation. 
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Table ES-3 

IMPACTS A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 

ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 

LAND USE 
Proposed project would not result in land uses that would be 
incompatible with existing or planned surrounding land uses. 
Proposed project would not result in a land use that is 
inconsistent with the University Community Plan land use 
designation for the site or conflict with the goals, objectives 
and recommendations ofthe Community Plan. 
Proposed project would noc conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project. 
Proposed projecc would be compatible with the MCAS 
Miramar ALUCP. 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

No Impact 

Less Than Significanc 

No Impact 

No Impact 

AESTHETICS/VISUAL QUALITY 
Proposed project would resulc in bulk and scale that would be 
incompacible with surrounding development. 
Proposed project would not result in subscancial alceracion co 
the existing visual character ofthe area. 
Proposed projecc would not obstruct any vista or scenic view 
from a public viewing area. 
Proposed project would noc result in subscancial light and 
glare. 

None Available 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

Significant 
and Unmitigable 

Less Than Significant 

No Impact 

Less Than Significant 
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T a b l e ES-3 ( c o n t . ) 

I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N 

Proposed project would result in an increase in projected traffic 

that would be substantial in relation to the existing traffic load 

and capacity of the street system as follows: 

Near-term Conditions 

Four street segments, seven intersections, two freeway 

segments and five freeway ramp meter locations would be 

significantly impacted as a result of project traffic. 

Horizon Year Conditions - Without widening of Genesee 

Avenue 

Six street segments, four interseccions, cwo freeway segments 

and five freeway ramp meter locations would be significantly 

impacted as a result of project traffic. 

Horizon Year Conditions — With widening of Genesee Avenue 

Four street segments, three intersections, two freeway 

segments and five freeway ramp meter locations would be 

significantly impacted as a result of project traffic. 

Near-term Conditions 

Streel Segments 

1. The applicant shall provide an additional eastbound lane 
(eight-lane cross section) along La Jolla Village Drive 
between Towne Centre Drive and 1—805. This shall be 
achieved through restriping and restricting parking. This 
would result in this segment being built co its Community 
Plan classification. The applicanc shall provide 100 percent 
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permic and 
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit. 

2. The applicanc shall provide improvemenrs to Nobel Drive 
associated with the N U C - J improvement project along its 
frontage. These improvements shall consisc of the widening 
of Nobel Drive with right-of-way acquisition from the 
north side. The applicant shall provide 100 percent 
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permic and 
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit. 

Significant and unmitigable 
for three street segments in 
the short-term; four street 
segments in the horizon year 
without the widening of 
Genesee Avenue; and two 
street segments in the 
horizon year with the 
widening of Genesee Avenue. 
(Significant and unmitigable 
for segmencs along Genesee 
Avenue due to City Council 
policy to not widen the street 
beyond the Community Plan 
assumptions. Significant and 
unmitigable for segments 
along Lajolla Village Drive 
because further widening 
would be inconsistent with 
the Community Plan.) 
Significant and unmitigable 
for freeway segments and 
ramp meters,, until future 
improvements are 
implemenccd from the 
SANDAG Mobility 2030 
P b n r 

J U t 



University Towne Center Revitalization Project 

Final EIR (SCH No.200207W71; Project No. 2214) 

Section ES 

Executive Summary 

T a b l e ES-3 ( c o n t . ) 

I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N ( c o n t . ) 

Intersections 

3- The applicant shall reconfigure the westbound approach to 
provide a dedicated right-turn lane at the intersection of La 
Jolla Village Drive and Regents Road. Roadway widening 
and/or modifications to the median along the roadway may 
be required. The applicanc shall provide 100 percent 
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and 
bond due prior to the issuance ofthe first building permit. 

4. The applicant shall reconfigure the northbound approach to 
provide a dedicated right-turn lane at che intersection of La 
Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue. Roadway 
widening and/or modificacions to the median along the 
roadway may be required. The applicant shall provide 100 
percent financial contribution and assure micigacion by 
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. 

5. The applicant shall construct a second northbound thru 
lane by widening Towne Centre Drive at che intersection of 
Towne Centre Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. To 
accommodate the additional lanes, widening and/or 
modifications to the median along the roadway may be 
required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent financial 
contribution and assure mitigation by permit and bond due 
prior co che issuance of che firsc building permic. 

6. The applicant shall install a traffic signal and appropriate 
signal interconnect satisfactory to the City Engineer at the 
intersection of Nobel Drive/Lombard Place and che Project 
Driveway. Timing plans shall be developed and 
implemented by the City. The applicant shall provide 100 
percent financial contribution and assure mitigation by 
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. 
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Table ES-3 (cont.) 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS O F 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N (cont.) 

Intersections (cont.) 

7. The applicant shall reconfigure the North UTC Project 
Driveway to permit right-turn only movements at its 
intersection with Towne Centre Drive. This shall be 
accomplished through the construction of a raised center 
median, extending along Towne Centre Drive or-from La 
Jolla Village Drive to the south UTC driveway, and 
installation of "right-turn only" signage. The applicant 
shall provide 100 percent financial contribution and assure 
micigacion by permit and bond due prior to the issuance of 
the first building permic. 

8. The applicanc shall install a traffic signal and appropriate 
interconnect at the intersection of Towne Centre Drive and 
the South UTC Project Driveway. Timing plans shall be 
developed and implemented by the City. The applicant 
shall provide 100 percent financial contribution and assure 
mitigation by permit and bond due prior to the issuance of 
the first building permit (subject to partial reimbursement 
already paid to the City by the Congregation Beth Israel as 
project mitigation). 

9- The applicant shall reconfigure the westbound approach to 
provide a dedicated right-turn lane at che incerseccion of 
Governor Drive and Genesee Avenue. Roadway widening 
and/or modifications to the median along the roadway may 
be required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent 
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and 
bond due prior to the issuance ofthe first building permit. 
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Table ES-3 (cont.) 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N (cont.) 
Freeway Segments 

10. The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution of $3-38 
million (equivalent to $1,000 per ADT) towards the study, 
design, or implementation of the proposed managed lanes 
on i -605 becween Carroll Canyon Road and SR 52traffic 
operational improvemencs (i.e., auxiliary lanes) on 1-805 
becween Lajolla Village Drive and SR-52. 

Freeway-Ramp Meters 

11.- The—applicanc—shaH—extend—the—existing—number—one 
westbound-left-turn lane on Nobel Drive-appfoximatcly 
500 feet cast o f thc 1-805 southbound-off-ramp to provide 
additional queue storagci 

12.The applicant shall widen the 1-5 northbound on-ramp at 
westbound La Jolla Village Drive to provide-an I IOV lane 
te—provide—additional—qnette—storage—and—promote 
carpooling. 

4-^T-Thc—applicant—shaH—extend—the—existing—number—one 

westbound-lefc-turn lane on Nobcl-Drivc approximately 

300 feet—ease of University—Center Lane—to---provide 

additional queue storage. 

14. The applicant shall extend the southbound-on-ramp west to 

the Judicial Drive undercrossing (based on preliminary 

interchange improvements) to provide additional queue 

storage: ^ _ ^ ^ _ 
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Tab le ES-3 (cont.) 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 

ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N (cont.) 
Horizon Year Conditions 

Intersections 

-1511. . The applicant shall restripe the four-lane southbound 
approach at the intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and 
the 1-805 southbound ramps to include left, right-left, and 
dual right-turn lanes. The applicant shall provide 100 
percent financial contribution and assure mitigation by 
permit and bond due prior co the issuance of the first 
building permit. 

4412. The applicant shall reconfigure the northbound 
approach to La Jolla Village Drive at Executive Way to 
provide a second right-turn lane. Roadway widening 
and/or modifications to the median along the roadway may 
be required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent 
financial concribucion and assure micigation by permic and 
bond due prior to che issuance of che first building permit. 
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I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N ( c o n t . ) 

Horizon Year Conditions (cont.) 

Intersections (cont.) 

4-?t3. The applicant shall reconfigure the westbound 
approach to provide a dedicated right-turn lane at the 
intersection of Nobel Drive and Genesee Avenue. Roadway 
widening and/or modifications co the median along the 
roadway may be required. Modifications to the traffic signal 
timing by the Citv in coniunccion with the lane dedications 
would also-be required. The applicant shall provide 100 
percent financial contribution and assure mitigation by 
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. 

-f8l4. The applicant shall stripe che eastbound approach co 
provide left-thru-right and right-turn lanes at the 
intersection of Decoro Street and Genesee Avenue. To 
accommodate the additional lane, widening the roadway 
may be required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent 
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and 
bond due prior to the issuance ofthe first building permit. 
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I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N ( c o n t . ) 

Proposed project would result in traffic generation in excess of 

the allocations identified in the University Community Plan in 

boch che Near-cerm and Horizon Year. 

Other Mitigation 

19. The applicanc shall relocate and expand che btts-ecntgr, plan 
for the future Light Rail Ttansit station and implement-a 
comprehensive Travel Demand Management (TDM)-plan7 
ti$ outlined in Section 16.0 of che Traffic Impacc Scudy. 

See Impact Issue 1 See Impact Issue 1 

The recommended parking supply for the proposed project 

would be 7,163 on-site parking spaces would be sufficient co 

meet the project parking demands under a shared parking 

agreement, with the exception of weekend days in December. 

2915-The project applicant shall expand the existing off-site 

employee program during che month of December to serve 

up to 550 vehicles. 

2-H 6.The applicant shall provide and maintain a current Parking 
Management Plan and perform an annual parking study 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. The updated Parking 
Management Plan and annual parking study shall provide 
additional parking opportunities in the event that the 
parking demand exceeds the parking supply. In the event 
that the parking demand exceeds the parking supply, the 
applicant shall provide adequate parking for the site and 
implemenc chese alcernacives prior to the next annual 
parking study, satisfactory to the City Engineer. In 
addition, no later than October 31 of each year, the 
applicant shall provide evidence of a shared parking 
agreement for holiday overflow parking, satisfaccory to the 
City Engineer. 

Less chan significant 
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T a b l e ES-3 ( c o n t . ) 

I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N / C I R C U L A T I O N ( c o n t . ) 

Proposed projecc would be consistent with adopted policies, 
plans and programs supporting alternative transportation 
modes m both the Near-Term and Horizon Year. 

None Required N o Impacc 

The proposed project would not result in an increase in traffic 
hazards. 

None Required No Impact 

Proposed project would have direct and/or cumulative traffic 
impacts on the existing and planned communicy and regional 
circulation networks. 

See Impact Issue I See Impact Issue 1 

A I R Q U A L I T Y 

Emissions of fugitive dusc (PM10) caused by the construction of 

the first and second phases would be above the City's 

significance criteria of 100 lbs/day during the months of 

maximum construction activicy. Emissions of fine particulate 

(PMj.j) during the first phase of projecc construction would be 

above the City of San Diego's significance criterion for of 55 

lbs/day. When the two phases of consttuction are combined, 

emissions of PM i n and P M ^ would both exceed seated 

significance criteria even with mitigation implemented. 

1. Standard dust control measures would be implemented by 

the project applicanc during Phase 1 construccion to reduce 

the amount of fugitive dust generated during project 

buildout as follows: 

• Multiple applications of water during grading between 

dozer/scraper passes 

• Paving, chip sealing or chemical stabilization of internal 

roadways after completion of grading 

• Use of sweepers or water trucks to remove "track-out" at 
any point of public street access 

• Termination of grading if winds exceed 25 mph 

• Stabilization of dirt storage piles by chemical binders, 
tarps, fencing or other erosion control 

Significant and unmitigable 
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I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

A I R Q U A L I T Y ( c o n t . ) 

Emissions of N O x caused by the construction of the first 

phase or both phases of construction if they were to occur 

concurrently would be above che City's significance criteria. 

None Available 

2. Upon preparation of final construction plans for the proposed 
projecc, the applicant shall eicher stagger che conscruccion 
schedule to prevent overlapping construction emissions for 
Phases 1 and 2 or hire a contractor who would commit to 
using a high percentage of low N O x equipment in ics 
construction fleet. If construction sequencing is modified 
from levels assumed in this analysis, the applicant shall 
demonstrate through calculations that proposed construction 
phasing will result in emissions of N O x that ate below the 
significance threshold of 250 lbs per day. 

Significant and-unmitigttble 
Less chan Significant 

With the exception of PM10, PM2 5 and NOx, emissions of 

criteria pollutants (i.e., ROC, CO and SOx) during project 

construction would be below the City's significance criteria. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impacts to public health associated with diesel exhaust 
particulate matter produced during construction would be less 
than significant. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Operational emissions of CO would be above the significance 

thresholds for short-term and long-term averaging periods; 

however, CO "hoc spots" modeling demonstrated that these 

emissions would not cause or contribute to a violation of 

ambient air quality standards. Therefore, operational project 

impacts co CO would noc be considered a significant impact 

on ambient air quality. 

None Required Less than Significant 
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I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 

A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 

M I T I G A T I O N 

A I R Q U A L I T Y ( c o n t . ) 

Operational emissions of PM10, mainly attributable to road 
dust on public roads, would be above the significance 
threshold for the annual averaging period. 

Emissions of reactive organic compounds (ROC), main ly 

associated wi th traffic, would be above the City's significance 

criteria during project operation. 

Wi th the exception of PM10 and ROC, emissions of criteria 
pollucants during project operation would be below the City's 
significance criteria. 

Proposed project would not contribute co an obscruccion in the 

implemencacion of the RAQS for PM10 or CO, but would 

contribute co an obstruction in the implementation of che 

RAQS for ROC for boch conscruccion and operation. 

None Available 

None Available 

None Required 

3. The projecc applicant shall implement the following control 

measures pursuant to the RAQS for ROC: 

• Use of low-ROC paints, adhesives and solvents and 

• Installation of low emission water heaters and furnaces, 
where required 

Significant and unmitigable 

Significant and unmitigable 
in the short term; however, 
with improvements in vehicle 
emission standards and phase 
out of older vehicles, 
emissions would decrease 
with time and ultimately be 
below the quantitative 
threshold. 

N o Impact 

Less than Significant 
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Table ES-3 (cont.) 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 
AIR QUALITY (cont.) 

Increased traffic associated with the project would exceed 
levels assumed in the SIP and the air basin's ability to 
attain/maintain ambient air quality standards for O3 on a 
project and cumulative level. 
The proposed project would be consistent wich the goals of 
California's Assembly Bill 32 regarding greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

None Available 

None Required 

Significanc and unmitigable 

Less chan Significanc 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
Project implementacion would not substantially alter on- or 
offsite drainage patcerns, and would noc result in any increase 
in impervious surface area, runoff volumes and velocities, or 
associated flooding hazards. 

Proposed project would not result in an increase in pollutant 
discharges, including downstream sedimentation, to receiving 
waters during or following construccion. It would not 
discharge identified pollutants to an already impaired water 
body, and ic would not result in a discharge into surface or 
ground waters, or in any alteration of surface or groundwater 
qualicy. 
The project design and SWPPP would include BMPs to 
address both short- and long-term effects from erosion and 
sedimentation, use and storage of hazardous materials, 
demolition-related debris generation, disposal of extracted 
groundwater, and generation/discharge of urban 
contaminants. 

None required 

None required 

None Required 

No Impact 

No Impact 

No Impact 
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